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INTRODUCTION 


Progress in the study of New Testament textual criticism inevitably makes 
it necessary to bring printed editions of the New Testament up to date at 
regular intervals. It is therefore not surprising that Nestle’s text has under- 
gone twenty-six revisions since 1898. Other texts have similarly been 
revised, including the United Bible Societies’ The Greek New Testament, 
which first appeared in 1966. A second edition came out in 1968 and a 
third edition, containing a thorough revision of the Greek text and a partial 
revision of the apparatus, was published in 1975. We are told in the 
Preface to this edition that a fourth edition is under way in which the 
patristic and versional evidence in the apparatus will be thoroughly 
checked. The Greek text of this fourth edition is unlikely to be sig- 
nificantly changed.! 


This monograph will investigate and compare each edition of the United 
Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (UBSGNT), in particular, the 
most recently published fourth edition.” The principal focus of this work 
will not be the UBSGNT text itself, but rather the textual apparatus, the 
rating of variants, and the changes to that apparatus and ratings within 
each version. I will seek to show that the UBSGNT“ has introduced a 
remarkable change to the critical apparatus letter-ratings for a large 
number of variants, especially as compared to its earlier editions. I will 
also explore various reasons why these changes have occurred, whether 
they are justifiable, or whether the editors have been overly optimistic in 
revising the ratings of many textual variants and/or inconsistent in their 
standards for variant ratings within the UBSGNT*. Various statistics and 


1. J.K. Elliott, ‘The United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament: A Short 
Examination of the Third Edition’, BT 30 (1979), p. 135. 

2: The United Bible Society has now produced their Greek New Testament in 
five editions (the UBSGNT?°°., although almost identical to the UBSGNT?, is 
included as one of these five editions). Hereafter they will be referred to as the 
UBSGNT!, UBSGNT?, UBSGNT?, UBSGNT?“""., or the UBSGNT* according 
to the specific edition being cited. When a reference is being made to all the editions 
in general it is listed as the UBSGNT. 
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charts will be utilized in order to demonstrate the unusual degree of 
modification. Several of the more remarkable upgrades will be examined 
in specific detail, and the findings will be presented for these variants 
based upon recognized principles of New Testament textual criticism. 

Chapter 1 examines both the history and theory of Westcott and Hort, 
and details the advancements made in the study of textual criticism since 
their day. These two areas of discussion directly relate to and act as the 
wellspring of the UBSGNT. They are essential to an understanding of 
the purpose and rationale behind each UBSGNT edition. Other consider- 
ations presented in this first chapter include: (1) a discussion concerning 
the need for a ‘new’ approach to textual criticism, (2) a brief presenta- 
tion of each UBSGNT edition, and lastly, (3) the relationship of the 
UBSGNT to the Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece. 

Chapter 2 provides the ‘hard evidence’ upon which the monograph is 
based. Through the use of statistical analysis of data offered in various 
charts, a critical comparison and evaluation of every variant within each 
UBSGNT edition is undertaken. The progression or digression of each 
variant rating is clearly revealed. On the basis of these charts and statis- 
tics, each variant is able to be evaluated at a glance. Its rating 
fluctuations, alterations, and appropriateness for study are readily 
observed. This chapter will also provide a statistical breakdown of each 
UBSGNT edition and the percentage of its A, B, C, and D evaluation of 
evidence letter-ratings. These letter-ratings are also used to create 
specific categories of variant fluctuation as observed throughout all 
UBSGNT editions together. This provides an even greater insight into 
the rating modifications. Chapter 2 verifies the thesis of this work and 
further reveals that there has indeed been an extensive modification to 
the UBSGNT‘ letter-ratings, thus sanctioning a much more certain text. 
Reasons for this modification are then explored. 

Chapter 3 seeks to combine the theory of textual criticism with the 
‘hard data’ gathered from Chapter 2. On the basis of this amalgamation, 
an evaluation of several of the more remarkable upgrades in the 
UBSGNT" are investigated. The results of this investigation are then 
compared with the UBSGNT* Editorial Committee’s ratings in the text. 
This allows one to examine the letter-ratings and then to provide a more 
accurate rating based upon the rational eclectic method of textual criti- 
cism. As well as the upgrades being evaluated, it is essential to consider 
manuscript changes within each edition and for each variant under 
quéstion. This gives more specific insight into whether the changes have 
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been properly founded upon new manuscript evidence, or if the variant 
rating is in fact too highly upgraded and based upon inadequate manu- 
script changes. Through this final chapter one can see with even greater 
detail and clarity that: (1) the UBSGNT* Editorial Committee has indeed 
been too extreme in their ascribing of ratings to variant passages, and 
(2) they have also been inconsistent in their standards of variant ratings 
from one edition to the next. The specific variant passages under 
investigation are Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44. 


Chapter | 


THE HISTORY OF THE UNITED BIBLE SOCIETIES’ 
GREEK NEW TESTAMENT 


1. The Textual Tradition behind the UBSGNT 


Westcott and Hort and their History’ 
They have been hailed with honor: 


One who works in the textual criticism of the New Testament today is like 
a traveler in a far country where all the landmarks were made of clay and 
the rains were heavy. The old maps and road-guides are useless, for the 
fixed points have either vanished or been transformed. Those fixed points 
were erected by the epoch-making work of Westcott and Hort.? 


And they have been scorned with contempt: 


Modern textual criticism is psychologically ‘addicted’ to Westcott and 
Hort. Westcott and Hort, in turn, were rationalists in their approach to the 
textual problem in the New Testament and employed techniques within 
which rationalism and every other kind of bias are free to operate. The 
result of it all is a methodological quagmire where objective controls on 
the conclusions of critics are nearly nonexistent. It goes without saying 
that no Bible-believing Christian who is willing to extend the implications 
of his faith to textual matters can have the slightest grounds for confidence 
in contemporary critical texts.° 


Regardless of how they have been viewed, F.J.A. Hort and B.F. Westcott, 
along with perhaps C. von Tischendorf, have arguably been the most 


1. In preparing this ‘history’ dealing with Westcott and Hort, two sources have 
been especially helpful: F. Pack, ‘One Hundred Years Since Westcott and Hort: 
1881-1981’, ResQ 26 (1983), pp. 65-79; and G.A. Patrick, ‘1881-1981: The 
Centenary of the Westcott and Hort Text’, ExpTim 92 (1981), pp. 359-64. 

2. E.C. Colwell, ‘The Complex Character of the Later Byzantine Text of the 
Gospels’, JBL 54 (1935), p. 211. 

3. Z.C. Hodges, ‘Rationalism and Contemporary New Testament Textual 
Criticism’, BSac 128 (1971), p. 35. 
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influential scholars in New Testament textual studies. Hort explains why 
he and Westcott began the work that would eventually shape the 
discipline of textual criticism from their day until the present: 


These facts justify, we think, another attempt to determine the original 
words of the Apostles and writers of the New Testament. In the spring of 
1853 we were led by the perplexities of reading encountered in our own 
study of Scripture to project the construction of a text such as is now 
published. At that time a student aware of the untrustworthiness of the 
‘Received’ texts had no other guides than Lachmann’s text and the second 
of the four widely different texts of Tischendorf. Finding it impossible to 
assure ourselves that either editor placed before us such an approximation 
to the apostolic words as we could accept with reasonable satisfaction, we 
agreed to commence at once the formation of a manual text for our own 
use, hoping at the same time that it might be of service to others.* 


Who were these men whose names will long be remembered for the 
overthrow of the ‘Received’ text, or the Textus Receptus?> In order that 
they might prepare for ministry in the Church of England, both men 
attended Cambridge University. It was here at Trinity College that their 
lifelong friendship began to form. However, as young scholars, each 
moved on to other endeavors. Westcott (1825-1901) taught at the dis- 
tinguished Harrow public school and was then chosen to serve at 
Peterborough Cathedral in eastern England. He later became Regius 
Professor of Divinity at Cambridge, and, in 1890, was appointed Bishop 
of Durham. Hort (1828-1892) spent thirteen years as a parish priest in 
rural Hertfordshire. He too would later return to teach at Cambridge as 
a Fellow of Trinity College and finally received the position of Lady 
Margaret Professor. 

While teaching at Cambridge, these two, along with close friend 
J.B. Lightfoot, would form the Cambridge Triumvirate (as they came to 


4. B.F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the 
Original Greek (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1988), p. 16. Reprinted from the edi- 
tion originally published by Harper and Brothers, New York, 1882. 

5. Two brothers from the Elzevir family of Holland published seven editions of 
the Greek New Testament between 1624 and 1678. Their text relied heavily upon 
Erasmus’s text. It was these two brothers who coined the phrase “Textus Receptus’, 
or ‘Received Text’, which was later used to refer to the hastily produced edition of 
Erasmus and all the followers who adopted his type of text. The Elzevir brothers in 
their second edition, published in 1633, stated optimistically ‘Textum ergo habes 
nunc ab omnibus receptum’ (You have therefore the text received by all, in which we 
give nothing altered or corrupt); thus the name ‘Textus Receptus’. 
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be known).° Together, they would produce a remarkable series of New 
Testament commentaries, and would also labor on the Revised Version 
of the New Testament. However, neither of these two endeavors would 
overturn the scholarly community of their day as did their work in 
textual criticism. 

When their work on the text of the Greek New Testament began in 
1853, Westcott was at Harrow, and Hort at Trinity. Both felt their task 
would last only two or three years. In fact, it continued on for almost 
three decades. Correspondence carried on between the two men from 
1853 until 1870. They periodically met together to discuss their 
research. Then, when together at Cambridge from 1870, they worked 
untiringly to finish their project. As B.M. Metzger notes, the year 1881 
marked the publication of the most noteworthy critical edition of the 
Greek New Testament ever produced by British scholarship.” After 
working about twenty-eight years on this edition (1853-1881) Westcott 
and Hort issued two volumes entitled The New Testament in the 
Original Greek. The first volume came out on 12 May 1881 and con- 
tained the Greek text. The second volume was released on 4 September 
and included an introduction written by Hort, in which he detailed the 
method Westcott and he had followed in arriving at their Greek text. An 
appendix containing a very detailed examination of a great number of 
variants and notes on selected readings was also included in this second 
volume (with 425 of these notes containing a discussion regarding the 
choice of text made by Westcott and Hort). E.C. Colwell comments on 
this Greek edition and particularly the contributions of Hort: 


In that day he presented a carefully reasoned account of textual criticism 
that was comprehensive in its discussion of method, in its reconstruction 
of the history of the manuscript tradition, and in its appraisal of text-types. 
He did not try to be comprehensive in his discussion of the materials of 
textual criticism. He published no catalogue of manuscripts. He cited no 
manuscript evidence in a critical apparatus. But, having studied the 


6. Pack states that ‘Westcott, Hort, and J.B. Lightfoot were men of very con- 
genial mind, who worked together in support and help of one another’. See Pack, 
‘One Hundred Years’, p. 66. For an excellent discussion concerning Lightfoot, 
Westcott, and Hort, see S. Neill and T. Wright, The Interpretation of the New 
Testament: 1861-1986 (Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press, 2nd edn, 
1988), pp. 35-40, 74-81, and 92-103. 

7. B.M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, 
Corruption, and Restoration (New York/Oxford: Oxford University Press, 3rd edn, 
1992), p. 129. 
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evidence that others had accumulated, he applied to its interpretation the 
powers of a great intellect, and, with the help of his collaborator, pro- 
duced the best edition of the Greek New Testament that we possess.® 


Various authors comment on the personality and outlook of both men. 
Hort was a trained scientist, a keen botanist, a geologist, and thought to 
be a perfectionist. The detail of textual work appealed more to him than 
to Westcott. It is said that Hort was the bolder of the two men and also 
the more open-minded. He believed strongly that the Christian was a 
defender of unpopular causes and issues and that one must stand up for 
these despite opposition. These traits would explain why some writers 
note that Hort was one of the first theologians to support Charles Darwin 
and the theory of evolution.’ It was Hort who believed that he and 
Westcott must pursue their textual revision no matter what opposition 
confronted them. Although Westcott often helped his friend to keep a 
sense of proportion in their work, as time went on, it was Westcott who 
usually needed to be encouraged. Undoubtedly, Westcott found the task 
of textual criticism tedious and wearisome. Revealing is an oft-quoted 
letter dated 7 May 1862 (almost twenty years before the completion of 
the project) from Westcott to Hort, expressing real doubts as to the 
value of their work, and Westcott’s growing impatience in the minute 
detail it required: 

Generally, indeed, I feel very great repugnance to the whole work of 

revision. I do not see my way to a positive result nearly so clearly as I 

once did. Perhaps I think that the result of labor is wholly unequal to the 

cost, and indeed too often worthless. It is impossible to treat the Text 

mechanically, and equally impossible to enter as one could wish into the 

subtle points of interpretation which often arise. I cannot express to you 

the positive dislike—I want a stronger term—with which I took on all 

details of spelling and breathing and form. How you will despise me! but 

I make the frank confession nevertheless, and am quite prepared to abide 

by it. 


In reply, Hort confided in Westcott that he, too, had off-days. He then 
went on to encourage his friend in the value of their project: ‘The work 


8. E.C. Colwell, ‘Hort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program’, in his Studies in 
Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS; Leiden: Brill, 
1969), p. 148. 

9. See Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, p. 362. 

10. A. Westcott, Life and Letters of Brooke Foss Westcott (London: Macmillan, 
1903), I, p. 281. For this same citation see, among others, R.L. Omanson, ‘A 
Perspective on the Study of the New Testament Text’, BT 34 (1983), p. 110. 
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has to be done, and never can be done satisfactorily without vast labor, a 
fact of which hardly anybody in Europe except ourselves seems con- 
scious... It would, I think, be utterly unpardonable for us to give up our 
task...’!! 

In 1869, another exchange of views took place between the two men. 
This time it was regarding the ‘Introduction’ and ‘Appendix’ to their 
work. While Westcott urged brevity in the Introduction, feeling that few 
would read it, Hort, on the other hand, stressed the need for detail in 
their explanation. Hort claimed that even if only a few read it, it was 
important that readers be instructed. Later, Westcott asked Hort to do 
the Appendix as well. He expressed the wish that this, too, should be 
much briefer than Hort suggested, and claimed that he was not prepared 
to do the work himself, especially on such a large scale.'? 

Another aspect that Westcott and Hort faced as they continued in 
their endeavors was the wall of antagonism and hostility with which they 
were confronted: 


The forceful attack upon their work, and upon the Revised Version which 
relied considerably on their work, by Dean Burgon and others in the years 
1881-3 is a reminder of the reverence accorded to the Textus Receptus by 
a large number of Scholars at that time. Westcott and Hort were challeng- 
ing the orthodoxy of their day. They were aware of critical and prejudiced 
eyes upon them as they progressed on their project and we should not 
underestimate the courage it required to see the work through.'? 


Indeed, in one further letter to a friend, dated November 1864, Hort 
explains: ‘I do not know that I am greatly alarmed at the charge of 
heresy about the text personally. Nobody in their senses likes it, I sup- 
pose; but I hardly remember when I have felt myself anything else but a 


11. A.F. Hort, Life and Letters of Fenton John Anthony Hort (London: 
Macmillan, 1896), I, p. 455. 

12. Contained in unpublished letters at Cambridge University Library, CUL Add 
MS 6597 (June, July, 1869). Also cited by Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, pp. 362-63. 

13. Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, p. 363. Metzger describes John W. Burgon (1813- 
1888), Dean of Chichester, as ‘‘‘a High-churchman of the old school” who became 
notorious as “a leading champion of lost causes and impossible beliefs; but the 
vehemence of his advocacy somewhat impaired its effects”. His conservatism can be 
gauged from a sermon he preached at Oxford in 1884 in which he denounced the 
higher education of “young women as young men” as “a thing inexpedient and 
immodest”; the occasion was the admission of women to university examinations!’ 
Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 135. 
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predestined heretic in the eyes of others’.'* Even close companion 
Lightfoot wrote to Hort in August 1870, apparently concerned with the 
radical nature of Hort’s and Westcott’s proposals. In this letter, Lightfoot 
requested of Hort that he include some type of reassuring paragraph 
that would downplay the changes they were making in the text. Hort’s 
response was significant: ‘My own impression is that it is not possible to 
write such a reassuring paragraph as you propose without danger of mis- 
apprehension’.!> He went on to affirm that in no way could their text be 
regarded as a conservative revision of the Textus Receptus. Hort was 
unwilling to apologize for the radical nature of his and Westcott’s work— 
even to a close friend. 

In the midst of all this debate, however, Westcott and Hort found their 
Greek text, as well as their methodology, gaining respect and prestige 
among scholars. Thus, after thirty years of labor, a new era was marked 
by the toppling of the Textus Receptus. Their epoch-making book con- 
cludes with these words: 


It only remains to express an earnest hope that whatever labor we have 
been allowed to contribute towards the ascertainment of the truth of the 
letter may also be allowed, in ways which must for the most part be invis- 
ible to ourselves, to contribute towards strengthening, correcting, and 
extending human apprehension of the larger truth of the Spirit. Others 
assuredly in due time will prosecute the task with better resources of 
knowledge and skill, and amend the faults and defects of our processes 
and results. To be faithful to such light as could be enjoyed in our own 
day was the utmost that we could desire. How far we have fallen short of 
the standard, we are well aware: yet we are bold to say that none of the 
shortcomings are due to lack of anxious and watchful sincerity. An impli- 
cit confidence in all truth, a keen sense of its variety, and a deliberate 
dread of shutting out truth as yet unknown are no security against some of 
the wandering lights that are apt to beguile a critic: but, in so far as they 
are obeyed, they at least quenched every inclination to guide criticism into 
delivering such testimony as may be to the supposed advantage of truth 
already inherited or acquired. Critics of the Bible, if they have been taught 
by the Bible, are unable to forget that the duty of guileless workmanship 
is never superseded by any other. From Him who is at once the supreme 
Fountain of truth and the all-wise Lord of its uses they have received both 


14, Contained in unpublished letters at Cambridge University Library, CUL Add 
MS 6597 (June, July, 1869). Also cited by Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, p. 363; and 
Omanson, ‘A Perspective’, p. 110. 

15. In the Lightfoot Correspondence, Chapter Library, Durham. Also cited by 
Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, p. 363. 
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the materials of knowledge and the means by which they are wrought into 
knowledge: into His hands, and His alone, when the working is over, 
must they render back that which they have first and last received. 


E= AYTOY KAI AI AYTOY KAI EIZ AYTON TA ITANTA. 
AYTQ H AOZA EIE TOYE AIQNAS. 
AMHEN.!® 


Westcott and Hort and their Theory 


The work of Lachmann, Tischendorf, and their predecessors set the stage 
for an epochal event in the history of New Testament textual criticism, the 
publication in 1881 of The New Testament In The Original Greek, by 
B.F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort. They contributed, in addition to a new 
edition of the Greek text, a fundamental statement of methodological prin- 
ciples upon which it was based and a reconstruction of the history of the 
text. While new discoveries (especially the papyri) have led contemporary 
textual critics to lay aside Westcott and Hort’s historical reconstruction, 
their methodology was so sound and insightful that these same discover- 
ies have essentially confirmed their edition of the text. So significant was 
their work that whereas it overshadows all previous efforts to recover the 
original text, almost all fundamental progress since then has in some way 
been built upon or in relation to their foundation.!7 


It would be erroneous to assume that Westcott and Hort acted indepen- 
dently of others in the establishment of their new methodology and sub- 
sequent Greek text. Both previous and contemporary scholars 
influenced Westcott and Hort, making their insights possible and work 
conceivable. Earlier, the German scholar J.J. Griesbach had published his 
Greek Testament, including a great mass of evidence from the ancient 
versions and Church Fathers. In 1831, K. Lachmann, a German classical 
scholar, brought out the first edition that rejected the Textus Receptus. 
Tischendorf, the greatest discoverer and student of ancient biblical 
manuscripts in the nineteenth century, was concurrently carrying on his 
work. And the English scholar, S.P. Tregelles, tirelessly traveled and 
collated manuscripts, correcting old errors and publishing his Greek 
Testament consisting of six parts, between 1857 and 1872. As Metzger 
comments, men such as these formed an essential link to the efforts of 
Westcott and Hort: 


16. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 323-24. Rom. 11.36: ‘From Him and 
through Him and to Him are all things. To Him be the glory forever. Amen.’ 

17. M.W. Holmes, ‘Textual Criticism’, in D.A. Black and D.S. Dockery (eds.), 
New Testament Criticism and Interpretation (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1991), p. 111. 
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Unlike earlier editors, neither Westcott nor Hort was concerned to collate 
manuscripts, nor did they provide a critical apparatus. Rather, utilizing 
previous collections of variant readings, they refined the critical method- 
ology developed by Griesbach, Lachmann, and others, and applied it rig- 
orously, but with discrimination, to the witnesses to the text of the New 
Testament. !® 


In the classic ‘Introduction’ of Westcott and Hort’s work, Hort set out 
the theories upon which their Greek text is based. Patrick calls the intro- 
duction a ‘masterpiece of English prose, concise, lucid, and unemo- 
tional’.!? S. Neill states that the Introduction was ‘written in a cool, 
judicious, perfectly lucid prose; so orderly, so closely connected, so 
unadomed, so concentrated, that it is almost impossible to abridge or 
summarize them, and almost any passage could be quoted in illustration 
of the tone and method of the whole’.*° Hort isolates four methods of 
determining the correct variant reading when there are several alterna- 
tives available. He introduces the minor methods first, and then turns to 
the ‘higher methods’ as he calls them. The first of these minor methods 
is Internal Evidence of Readings: 


The most rudimentary form of criticism consists in dealing with each 
variation independently, and adopting at once in each case out of two or 
more variants that which looks most probable. The evidence here taken 
into account is commonly called ‘Internal Evidence’...more precisely 
‘Internal Evidence of Readings’. Internal Evidence of Readings is of two 
kinds, which cannot be too sharply distinguished from each other; appeal- 
ing respectively to Intrinsic Probability, having reference to the author, 
and what may be called Transcriptional Probability, having reference to 
the copyists. In appealing to the first, we ask what an author is likely to 
have written: in appealing to the second, we ask what copyists are likely 
to have made him seem to write.”! 


Intrinsic Probability takes into consideration the author and such things 
as his grammatical usage and vocabulary, his writing style, his theology, 
and both the immediate and larger contexts of his writing. Tran- 
scriptional Probability focuses upon the scribe or copyist and considers 
aspects such as the reading that best explains the rise of the others, 
clerical or mechanical corruption arising from scribal carelessness or 
deception of the eye or ear, and mental factors occasioning error. 


18. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 129. 
19. Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, p. 360. 

20. Neill and Wright, Interpretation, p. 77. 

21. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 19-20. 
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Transcriptional Probability often points to the more difficult or shorter 
reading as authentic, for, as Hort states: ‘Mere blunders apart, no motive 
can be thought of which could lead a scribe to introduce consciously a 
worse reading in place of a better’.”” It is when both Intrinsic and 
Transcriptional Probabilities are in agreement that ‘[I]nternal Evidence 
of Readings attains the highest degree of certainty which its nature 
admits...’.27 However, this agreement is not always the case: ‘Where 
one reading (a) appears intrinsically preferable, and its excellence is of a 
kind that we might expect to be recognized by scribes, while its rival (b) 
shews no characteristic likely to be attractive to them, Intrinsic and 
Transcriptional Probability are practically in conflict’. In view of the 
evident difficulty, Westcott and Hort supplemented this first method 
with a second. 

Hort terms his and Westcott’s second principle Internal Evidence of 
Documents. Here the emphasis is placed upon the actual individual doc- 
uments themselves, rather than individual readings. To enhance and 
verify the decisions made in conjunction with the Internal Evidence of 
Readings, the text critic must look upon the comparative value of the 
documents holding each variant reading. Therefore, one asks which 
entire document is more credible and trustworthy, rather than evaluating 
one individual reading after another. As Hort states, one of the most 
valuable means of determining manuscript reliability lies in the determin- 
ing of manuscript age: 


The most prominent fact known about a manuscript is its date, sometimes 
fixed to a year by a note from the scribe’s hand, oftener determined within 
certain limits by paleographical or other indirect indications, sometimes 
learned from external facts or records. Relative date... affords a valuable 
presumption as to relative freedom from corruption. .. “ 


Hort goes on to summarize Internal Evidence of Documents: 


Where then one of the documents is found habitually to contain these 
morally certain or at least strongly preferred readings, and the other habit- 
ually to contain their rejected rivals, we can have no doubt, first, that the 
text of the first has been transmitted in comparative purity, and that the 
text of the second has suffered comparatively large corruption; and next, 
that the superiority of the first must be as great in the variations in which 


22. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 22. 
23. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 29. 
24. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 29. 
25. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 31. 
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Internal Evidence of Readings has furnished no decisive criterion as in 
those which have enabled us to form a comparative appreciation of the 
two texts. By this cautious advance from the known to the unknown we 
are enabled to deal confidently with a great mass of those remaining varia- 
tions, open variations, so to speak, the confidence being materially 
increased when, as usually happens, the document thus found to have the 
better text is also the older.” 


Again, as Hort expresses it: ‘KNOWLEDGE OF DOCUMENTS SHOULD 
PRECEDE FINAL JUDGMENT UPON READINGS’.”” 

Hort recognizes weaknesses and limitations within this second method 
as well. For example, what does one do if two trustworthy manuscripts 
conflict, or if each document supports an opposing reading? In the light 
of these questions, Hort proposes that one must investigate not only 
individual manuscripts, but possible relationships of genealogy that might 
exist between manuscripts. This leads to his and Westcott’s third method 
called Genealogical Evidence:* 


The first great step in rising above the uncertainties of Internal Evidence of 
Readings was taken by ceasing to treat Readings independently of each 
other, and examining them connectedly in series, each series being fur- 
nished by one of the several Documents in which they are found. The 
second great step, at which we have now arrived, consists in ceasing to 
treat Documents independently of each other, and examining them con- 
neciedly as parts of a single whole in virtue of their historical relation- 
ships. 


In explaining Genealogical Evidence, Hort states that documents are not 
independent, but are in fact closely related to each other like a family 
history or family tree: 


26. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 32-33. 

27. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 31 (small caps appear in original). 

28. The proposal of the ‘Genealogical Evidence’ theory by Westcott and Hort 
further shows their reliance upon the work of other individuals. An earlier form of 
this theory was developed as the basis for preparing a text in the editing of classical 
works, rather than biblical works. Three German scholars, F. Wolf, I. Bekker, and 
K. Lachmann, were influential in developing this early version of Westcott and 
Hort’s theory. In turn, Westcott and Hort have been criticized for basing their theory 
upon methodology that was first meant for application upon the ‘far from divinely 
inspired classical works’. For criticism of this nature, see the articles by Hodges, 
‘Rationalism’, pp. 29-30; and idem, ‘Modern Textual Criticism and the Majority 
Text: A Response’, JETS 21 (1978), p. 145. 

29. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 39. 
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[B]y the nature of the case they are all fragments, usually casual and scat- 
tered fragments, of a genealogical tree of transmission, sometimes of vast 
extent and intricacy. The more exactly we are able to trace the chief 
ramifications of the tree, and to determine the places of the several docu- 
ments among the branches, the more secure will be the foundations laid 
for a criticism capable of distinguishing the original text from its succes- 
sive corruptions. It may be laid down then emphatically, as a second 
principle, that ALL TRUSTWORTHY RESTORATION OF CORRUPTED TEXTS 
IS FOUNDED ON THE STUDY OF THEIR HISTORY, that is, of the relations 
of descent or affinity which connect the several documents.*° 


Hort then gives an illustration of ten manuscripts where nine agree 
against one. The natural tendency is to take the numerically dominant 
manuscripts over the odd one out. If, however, it is found that the nine 
have a common original, then the numerical dominance is no longer 
important. Both groups of manuscripts have equal validity in attesting to 
the early autographs, regardless of number. It is the presence of ‘mixed’ 
or ‘conflate’ readings within manuscripts that serve as the most valuable 
means for determining genealogy. ‘Conflate’ readings are readings that 
have derived from a combination of other readings that existed previ- 
ously in separate manuscripts. Hort explains: 


The clearest evidence for tracing the antecedent factors of mixture in texts 
is afforded by readings which are themselves mixed or, as they are some- 
times called, ‘conflate’, that is, not simple substitutions of the reading of 
one document for that of another, but combinations of the readings of 
both documents into a composite whole, sometimes by mere addition with 
or without a conjunction, sometimes with more or less of fusion. Where 
we find a variation with three variants, two of them simple alternatives to 
each other, and the third a combination of the other two, there is usually a 
strong presumption that the third is the latest and due to mixture, not the 
third the earliest and the other two due to two independent impulses of 
simplification.*! 


It is Genealogical Evidence that Westcott and Hort deem most important 
of all in determining the correct reading. They claim that it is unwise to 
reject any reading that is clearly supported by it. 

The fourth and final method introduced by Westcott and Hort is 
entitled Internal Evidence of Groups. This technique lies between 
Internal Evidence of Documents and Genealogical Evidence. We have 
already seen the importance of determining the general traits of a given 


30. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 39-40. 
31. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 49. 
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manuscript. Again, this is accomplished by observing how often that 
manuscript supports or rejects readings that have already been evaluated 
individually on the basis of the first method presented—Internal Prob- 
ability. So too, it is necessary to understand the general traits of a given 
group of manuscripts in order that they may be compared with other 
groups. Hort elucidates on the entire principle: 


We have reserved for this place the notice of another critical resource 
which is in some sense intermediate between Internal Evidence of Docu- 
ments and Genealogical Evidence, but which in order of discovery would 
naturally come last... Just as we can generalize the characteristics of any 
given MS by noting successively what readings it supports and rejects, 
(each reading having previously been the subject of a tentative estimate of 
Internal Evidence of Readings, Intrinsic and Transcriptional) and by 
classifying the results, so we can generalize the characteristics of any 
given group of documents by similar observations on the readings which 
it supports and rejects, giving special attention to those readings in which 
it stands absolutely or virtually alone.>? 


Hort continues to explain that the validity of this final method ‘depends 
on the genealogical principle that community of reading implies com- 
munity of origin’,** or, to simplify the statement, if any given group of 
manuscripts displays a succession of readings, a common ancestor must 
lie behind all the manuscripts of that group. Generalizations that result in 
an exploration of Internal Evidence of Groups assist the critic in making 
decisions in instances where mixture within manuscripts makes it 
difficult to calculate the genealogical tree. 

As Westcott and Hort applied these four methods to the New Testament 
text, they identified four principal text-types. The first was called the 
Syrian or a Text (also called the ‘Byzantine’, ‘Koine’, ‘Antiochian’, or 
‘Ecclesiastical’ text).*4 This text, which is seen in its most recent form as 
the Textus Receptus, is the latest of the four text-types. Two factors in 


32. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 60. 

33. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 60. 

34. Several of the names for this text-type come from other textual critics such as 
H. von Soden (Koine), K. Lake (Ecclesiastical), and J.H. Ropes (Antiochian). See 
von Soden’s Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren Text- 
gestalt (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht; vol. I, 1902-10; vol. II, 1913); Lake’s 
The Text of the New Testament (ed. Silva New; London: Rivingtons, 6th rev. edn, 
1928); and lastly Ropes’s The Text of Acts in F.J. Foakes, F. Jackson and K. Lake 
(eds.), The Beginnings of Christianity: Part I, The Acts of the Apostles (5 vols.; 
London: Macmillan, 1926), III. 
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particular indicate that this text is furthest removed from the original 
autographs, and, therefore, the least valuable of the four: (1) it is absent 
from any quotations from Church Fathers prior to 350 CE; (2) it has a 
large number of conflate readings (again, these are readings that are 
derived from a combination of other readings that existed previously in 
separate manuscripts).*> Hort proposed that this text was the result of a 
deliberate recension of the three earlier texts made by one or more 
editors desiring to produce a smooth, understandable, and complete text. 
Hort comments on the Syrian text: 


To state in few words the results of examination of the whole body of 
Syrian readings, distinctive and non-distinctive, the authors of the Syrian 


35. The use of the phrases ‘original autographs’ or ‘original manuscripts’ 
throughout this monograph needs to be clarified. It has been stated that the primary 
goal of textual criticism is to recover a text as close to the original autographs as pos- 
sible. Westcott and Hort clearly defined their task in a similar manner by stating that 
the goal of their Introduction constituted ‘... an attempt to present exactly the original 
words of the New Testament, so far as they can now be determined from surviving 
documents’: Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 1. However, statements such as this 
may possibly oversimplify the matter. More recent work by scholars suggests that 
there is strong evidence revealing a mixture and intermingling of both written and 
oral traditions within the early church. Some would even assert, at least within the 
Gospel traditions, that there never was only one original autograph, but rather a 
number of traditions, both written and oral, that competed for the position of promi- 
nence throughout this early period. See, for example, N.A. Dahl, ‘The Passion 
Narrative in Matthew’, in his Jesus in the Memory of the Early Church (Minneapolis, 
MN: Augsburg; 1976), pp. 37-51. For the Pauline epistles, a number of scholars 
have claimed that all our extant manuscript evidence bears witness to these works in 
their later collected form of around 100 CE, and not in their earlier, pre-canonized and 
pre-collected form. See works such as G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A 
Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum (Schweich Lectures, 1946; London: British 
Academy, 1953), pp. 278-79. Finally, in view of what has already been discussed, 
the more recent discoveries of the Bodmer and Beatty papyri indicate: (1) that the 
Egyptian text-type of the great fourth-century uncials dates back to at least 200 CE, 
(2) that the Western text-type holds more value than first ascribed to it by Westcott 
and Hort, and (3) that the Byzantine text is represented by readings dating back as 
early as the second and third century. Because of these points, some textual critics 
claim it is difficult, if not impossible (1) to construct an adequate history of the New 
Testament text prior to 200 CE, and (2) to reconstruct the text of the original auto- 
graphs based on a ‘neutral’ text. Instead, for some scholars, the goal becomes the 
reconstruction of the best received text of the apostolic age or somewhat later. It is 
with this discussion and ongoing debate in mind that the term ‘original autographs’, 
and similar terms, are used throughout this work. 
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Hort claimed that this recension took place in Antioch, the capital of 
Syria (thus the name ‘Syrian’) in the latter part of the fourth century. 
The text was then carried to Constantinople where it circulated through- 
out the entire Byzantine empire.*’ The Syrian text is best illustrated in 
manuscripts such as Codex Alexandrinus (A02), the later uncial manu- 
scripts, and a large number of minuscules. Hort’s classic description of 
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text had before them documents representing at least three earlier forms of 
text, Western, Alexandrian, and a third. Where they found variation, they 
followed different procedures in different places. Sometimes they tran- 
scribed unchanged the reading of one of the earlier texts, now of this, 
now of that. Sometimes they in like manner adopted exclusively one of 
the readings, but modified its form. Sometimes they combined the read- 
ings of more than one text in various ways, pruning or modifying them if 
necessary. Lastly, they introduced many changes of their own where, so 
far as appears, there was no previous variation.°© 


the Syrian text is to the point: 


The qualities which the authors of the Syrian text seem to have most 
desired to impress on it are lucidity and completeness. They were 
evidently anxious to remove all stumbling-blocks out of the way of the 
ordinary reader, so far as this could be done without recourse to violent 
measures. They were apparently equally desirous that he should have the 
benefit of instructive matter contained in ail the existing texts, provided it 
did not confuse the context or introduce seeming contradictions. New 
omissions accordingly are rare, and where they occur are usually found to 
contribute to apparent simplicity. New interpolations on the other hand are 
abundant, most of them being due to harmonistic or other assimilation, 
fortunately capricious and incomplete. Both in matter and in diction the 
Syrian text is conspicuously a full text. It delights in pronouns, conjunc- 
tions, and expletives and supplied links of all kinds, as well as in more 
considerable additions. As distinguished from the bold vigor of the ‘West- 
ern’ scribes, and the refined scholarship of the Alexandrians, the spirit of 
its own corrections is at once sensible and feeble. Entirely blameless on 
either literary or religious grounds as regards vulgarized or unworthy 
diction, yet shewing no marks of either critical or spiritual insight, it pre- 
sents the New Testament in a form smooth and attractive, but appreciably 
impoverished in sense and force, more fitted for cursory perusal or 
recitation than for repeated and diligent study.78 


36. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 116-17. 
37. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 135-46. 
38. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 134-35. 
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In the light of the above observations, Westcott and Hort considered the 
Syrian text the least valuable text for determining the words of the origi- 
nal autographs. Hort states that ‘all distinctively Syrian readings may be 
set aside at once as certainly originating after the middle of the third 
century, and therefore, as far as transmission is concerned, corruptions 
of the apostolic text’.° 

The second text-type proposed by Westcott and Hort was termed the 
Western or 6 Text. This text came into existence much earlier than the 
Syrian text, perhaps around the middle of the second century. It was 
first used by the Syriac-speaking church around Edessa, but was later 
brought to the West where it is preserved in manuscripts like Codex 
Bezae (D05), Codex Claromontanus (D06), the Old Latin versions, the 
Curetonian Syriac, and various Latin Fathers such as Cyprian, Hippolytus, 
Irenaeus, Justin, Marcion, Tatian, and Tertullian. Its most prominent 
characteristics are paraphrase and additions. Despite its early origin, 
Westcott and Hort had a low regard for this text-type due to its ten- 
dency towards paraphrase, additions, and harmonization of divergent 
passages. Because both men agreed that the shorter text was usually 
closer to the original, they regarded the expanded Western readings with 
suspicion. Only nine passages from the Western text were considered to 
follow more closely the original documents above any other text-type. 
This was due to their shorter readings (Mt. 27.49; Lk. 22.19-20; 24.3, 6, 
12, 36, 40, 51, and 52).4° Westcott and Hort called these readings 
‘Western Non-Interpolations’ meaning that ‘the original record has here, 
to the best of our belief, suffered interpolation in all the extant Non- 
Western texts’.*! Various other similar passages in the Gospels, although 
acting, in the words of Hort, as ‘an intermediate class of Western omis- 
sions’ were not to be ruled out.*” Again, Hort comments upon the intri- 
cate characteristics of the Western text: 


The chief and most constant characteristic of the Western readings is a 
love of paraphrase. Words, clauses, and even whole sentences were 
changed, omitted, and inserted with astonishing freedom, wherever it 


39. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 117. 

40. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 175-76. For more clarification on these 
Western non-interpolations, see the discussion which follows under the Neutral 
Text-Type. 

41. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 175. 

42. For further discussion of these Western readings, see Westcott and Hort, 
Introduction, p. 176. 
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The third text-type proposed by Westcott and Hort was named the 
Neutral or B Text. It is this text that both men felt was closest to the 
original autographs and was most free from error. They believed that 
this Neutral text had been transmitted practically without editorial revi- 
sion. The use of the term ‘Neutral’ reflects Westcott and Hort’s view 
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seemed that the meaning could be brought out with greater force and 
definiteness. They often exhibit a certain rapid vigor and fluency which 
can hardly be called a rebellion against the calm and reticent strength of the 
apostolic speech, for it is deeply influenced by it, but which, not less than 
a tamer spirit of textual correction, is apt to ignore pregnancy and balance 
of sense, and especially those meanings which are conveyed by excep- 
tional choice or collocation of words... Another equally important charac- 
teristic is a disposition to enrich the text at the cost of its purity by alter- 
ations or additions taken from traditional and perhaps from apocryphal or 
other non-biblical sources... Besides these two marked characteristics, 
the Western readings exhibit the ordinary tendencies of scribes whose 
changes are not limited to wholly or partially mechanical corrup- 
tions... the insertion and multiplication of genitive pronouns, but occa- 
sionally their suppression where they appeared cumbrous; the insertion of 
objects, genitive, dative, or accusative, after verbs used absolutely; the 
insertion of conjunctions in sentences which had none, but occasionally 
their excision where their force was not perceived and the form of the 
sentence or context seemed to commend abruptness; free interchange of 
conjunctions; free interchange of the formulae introductory to spoken 
words; free interchange of participle and finite verb with two finite verbs 
connected by a conjunction; substitution of compound verbs for simple as 
a rule, but conversely where the compound verb of the true text was 
difficult or unusual; and substitution of aorists for imperfects as a rule, but 
with a few examples of the converse, in which either a misunderstanding 
of the context or an outbreak of untimely vigor has introduced the imper- 
fect... Another impulse of scribes abundantly exemplified in Western 
readings is the fondness for assimilation. In its most obvious form it is 
merely local, abolishing diversities of diction where the same subject 
matter recurs as part of two or more neighboring clauses or verses, or cor- 
recting apparent defects of symmetry. But its most dangerous work is 
‘harmonistic’ corruption, that is, the partial or total obliteration of differ- 
ences in passages otherwise more or less resembling each other. 
Sometimes the assimilation is between single sentences that happen to 
have some matter in common; more usually however between parallel 
passages of greater length, such especially as have in some sense a 
common origin. 


43. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 122-25. 
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that this text-type was relatively free from the bias of later scribes and 
had little corruption, conflation, or mixture from other texts. This text 
that originated in Egypt is best represented by two of the oldest and 
most prominent manuscripts known today, Codex Vaticanus (B03), and 
Codex Sinaiticus (801). Although not as significant, a number of other 
mainly Egyptian manuscripts are also included in this text-type. Where 
Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus agree on a reading, it is regarded 
by Westcott and Hort as almost conclusive evidence for its authentic 
representation of the original autographs. They conclude: 


[I]t is our belief (1) that readings of 8B should be accepted as the true 
readings until strong internal evidence is found to the contrary, and 
(2) that no readings of 8B can safely be rejected absolutely, though it is 
sometimes right to place them only on an alternative footing, especially 
where they receive no support from Versions or Fathers.“ 


It should, however, be noted that for the Western non-interpolations 
Westcott and Hort ascribed significantly more weight to the passages 
containing these. readings, over against the readings of the Neutral text. 
In these instances, the Western text, which usually contains the longer 
and more complete reading, is instead shorter and resembles more 
closely the kinds of readings usually found in the Neutral text. However, 
the Neutral text of these passages has evidently been edited and length- 
ened. Therefore, in these passages Westcott and Hort rejected the 
801/B03 readings and followed, instead, these Western non- 
interpolations. 

The fourth and final text-type of Westcott and Hort was called the 
Alexandrian or y Text. This text, originating in Alexandria, is best pre- 
served in Codex Ephraemi (C04), Codex Regius (L019), Codex 33, the 
Coptic versions, and Alexandrian Fathers such as Clement, Origen, 
Dionysius, Didymus, and Cyril. Although manuscripts that fall under this 
text-type are similar to Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus, they have 
often been modified by editors to resemble more closely the Syrian text. 
Westcott and Hort called this text-type a fourth-century ‘recension’, 
meaning that it had been copied and changed from manuscripts such as 
those used to establish the Neutral text. Being that these Alexandrian 
manuscripts came from a Greek literary center, much of their alteration 
included matters of syntax and stylistic polish. Westcott and Hort 
comment on the Alexandrian text: 


44. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 225. 
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In concluding this presentation of Westcott and Hort’s method, one can 
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On grounds of Intrinsic and Transcriptional Probability alike, the readings 
which we call Alexandrian are certainly as a rule derived from the other 
Non-Western Pre-Syrian readings [i.e. the Neutral text], and not vice- 
versa. The only documentary authorities attesting them with any approach 
to constancy, and capable of being assigned to a definite locality, are 
quotations by Origen, Cyril of Alexandria, and occasionally other 
Alexandrian Fathers, and the two principal Egyptian Versions, especially 
that of Lower Egypt [i.e. the Bohairic]. These facts, taken together, shew 
that the readings in question belong to a partially degenerate form of the 
Non-Western Pre-Syrian text, apparently limited in its early range, and 
apparently originating in Alexandria. It cannot be later in date than the 
opening years of the third century, and may possibly be much earlier... 
The changes made have usually more to do with language than matter, and 
are marked by an effort after correctness of phrase. They are evidently the 
work of careful and leisurely hands, and not seldom display a delicate 
philological tact which unavoidably lends them at first sight a deceptive 
appearance of originality. 


now summarize the major guidelines that they adhered to: 


1. The older readings, manuscripts, and groups of documents are 


oa 


more likely to contain the original text. 

The shorter readings are more likely to contain the original 
text. 

The more difficult readings (i.e. the least smooth) are more 
likely to contain the original text. 

The reading that best explains the existence of other readings is 
more likely to contain the original text. 

The quality of manuscript support for a reading, rather than the 
numerical support of a reading, is to be considered in determin- 
ing the original text. 

Weight should be given to manuscripts that continually contain 
the preferred readings, rather than manuscripts that often show 
mixture or conflation. 

Conflated or mixed readings are likely to be later in date than 
manuscripts that do not have conflated or mixed readings. 
Western non-interpolations should be accepted above any other 
readings in establishing the original text. 

Readings not found in Neutral, Alexandrian, or Western texts 
are most likely Syrian in nature. 


45. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 130-32. 


1. History of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament 35 


10. Any Western or Alexandrian reading that is not supported by 
the Neutral text is to be rejected. 


In essence, Westcott and Hort proposed that the main manuscripts to be 
trusted were representatives of the uncorrupted Neutral text, more 
specifically Codex Vaticanus, and to some degree Codex Sinaiticus, 
especially when the two were in agreement. The Syrian text, they 
believed, was the latest and most inferior of all text-types. The 
Alexandrian, although resembling the Neutral text, was a later 
modification of this text which often resembled the Syrian text. The 
Western text, although containing a small number of original readings 
(Western non-interpolations), illustrated a significant departure, with its 
paraphrases and additions, from the Neutral text. The application of 
these methods by Westcott and Hort resulted in the eventual collapse of 
the Textus Receptus and the Syrian (also called Byzantine) text that it 
represented. Defenders of this text could not explain issues such as its 
late age, its number of conflated and mixed readings, the editing process 
of scribes producing a smoother text, and its apparent development 
from other texts. The Syrian text simply could not explain the rise of 
other readings. As Patrick has stated: 


The New Testament In The Original Greek opened a new epoch in textual 
studies. Building upon the work of continental scholars before them, 
Westcott and Hort for the first time established the study of the text of the 
Greek NT on clear scientific principles. In doing so they set the pattern for 
all future textual study of the NT. Things could never again be the 


same.*® 


Advances since Westcott and Hort 


The past hundred years have seen many new discoveries and develop- 
ments in the textual criticism of the New Testament. The result is a 
substantial modification of the picture painted by Westcott and Hort, a 
muddying of their clear stream.*’ 


Although the methodological presuppositions of Westcott and Hort have 
been, to some degree, modified and revised throughout this century, 
without doubt, the greatest advancement in New Testament textual crit- 
icism since their day lies in the realm of new manuscript discoveries. The 
most important to consider are over 90 papyri (Westcott and Hort did 


46. Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, pp. 359-60. 
47. Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, p. 361. 
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not even mention the papyrus manuscripts), over 290 uncials (Westcott 
and Hort apparently used about 45), over 2800 minuscules (again, 
Westcott and Hort used only about 150), and almost 2300 lectionary 
manuscripts.** Versional manuscripts and Patristic quotations are well 
into the tens of thousands.” Indeed, E.J. Epp rightly states: 


We have, therefore, a genuine embarrassment of riches in the quantity of 
MSS that we possess, and this accounts, on the one hand, for the opti- 
mism in the discipline and for the promise of solid results, but also, on the 
other hand, for the extreme complexity in the study of the NT text. 


Of these new discoveries, it is the papyri that hold the greatest attention 
of scholars. The most significant papyri finds since Westcott and Hort 
can be traced back largely to the third/fourth centuries. Included are the 
Chester Beatty manuscripts (p*°, *°, $947), which were recovered in 
1930-31, and a number of the Bodmer manuscripts (P©, $7, 7), 
beginning in 1956. Since the discovery of these precious new papyri, 
Westcott and Hort’s theories, as well as the entire field of textual criti- 
cism, have needed to be re-examined. Some of the more prominent 
areas of recent and current discussion deal with the following aspects. 
First, there has been a dissatisfaction with the results of Westcott and 
Hort’s genealogical method. Advocates and adversaries alike have 
commented that Westcott and Hort did not actually practically apply the 
genealogical method to the manuscripts of the New Testament. Instead, 


48. K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
rev. edn, 1989), pp. 96-102, 103, 128, and 163 respectively. The terms ‘minuscule’ 
and ‘cursive’ are often used interchangeably. However, there is clear evidence 
showing that cursives were a less formal character than the minuscules, which 
derived from the cursive hand. That there is a distinct difference between the two is 
clear when one compares the cursive marginal notes that are often written in New 
Testament minuscule manuscripts. For this point, see J. Harold Greenlee, 
Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, rev. 
edn, 1995), p. 19 n. 3. 

49. Metzger states that the staunch defender of the Textus Receptus, Dean J.W. 
Burgon, with the help of his assistants, catalogued over 86,439 Patristic quotations. 
Metzger also states that there are at least 30,000 quotations made by Augustine alone. 
See B.M. Metzger, ‘Patristic Evidence and the Textual Criticism of the New 
Testament’, NTS 18 (1972), p. 383. 

50. E.J. Epp, ‘Decision Point in Past, Present, and Future New Testament 
Textual Criticism’, in E.J. Epp and G.D. Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of 
New Testament Textual Criticism (SD 45; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), p. 31. 
This excellent volume consists of a collection of previously published essays. 
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they state that rather than breaking down all the manuscripts into their 
respective families or groups, Westcott and Hort used the genealogical 
method to oust the Syrian/Byzantine text and then they fell backwards 
onto internal evidence to show the superiority of the older manuscripts. 
Some scholars state that this was in fact an unsupported hypothesis.>! 
On the other hand, some textual critics assert that the genealogical 
method must exist, even if we have not or cannot trace these families or 
groups in the New Testament manuscripts. In the light of this, these 
scholars conclude that the principle of weighing manuscripts rather than 
simply counting manuscripts is still valid.> 

Secondly, the new papyri discoveries have apparently shown that an 
early form of Syrian/Byzantine readings, not Syrian/Byzantine text- 
types, existed prior to the fourth century, and perhaps as early as the 
second century.’ Westcott and Hort stated that there were no Syrian 
readings, and therefore no Syrian text-type, before the fourth century 


51. See Hodges, ‘Rationalism’, pp. 27-35 and especially pp. 33-34; W.N. 
Pickering, The Identity of the New Testament Text (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 
1977), especially chs. 3-4; G.D. Fee, ‘Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism— 
Which?’, in Epp and Fee, Studies in the Theory, p. 126; E.J. Epp, ‘The Eclectic 
Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution or Symptom?’, in Epp and 
Fee, Studies in the Theory, p. 159; and K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New 
Testament, p. 18. 

52. For adiscussion concerning the genealogical method and the local-genealogical 
method, see works such as B.M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek 
New Testament (London/New York: United Bible Societies, 2nd edn, 1994 [1971; 
corrected edn, 1975]), p. 12*; G.D. Fee, ‘On the Types, Classification, and 
Presentation of Textual Variation’, in Epp and Fee, Studies in the Theory, pp. 67-68, 
Epp, ‘The Eclectic Method’, pp. 143 n. 4; G.D. Fee, ‘The Majority Text and the 
Original Text of the New Testament’, in Epp and Fee, Studies in the Theory, 
pp. 190-93; G.D. Fee, ‘Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: A Contribution to 
the Methodology in Establishing Textual Relationships’, in Epp and Fee, Studies in 
the Theory, pp. 224-27; G.D. Fee, ‘P75, P66, and Origen: The Myth of Early 
Textual Recension in Alexandria’, in Epp and Fee, Studies in the Theory, pp. 272- 
73; D.A. Carson, The King James Version Debate (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979), 
pp. 108-10, esp. 109; and K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, p. 34. 
For an excellent discussion concerning text-types, and retrospectively, genealogical 
relationships, as seen in the early New Testament witnesses, especially the papyri, 
see E.J. Epp, ‘The Significance of the Papyri for Determining the Nature of the New 
Testament Text in the Second Century: A Dynamic View of Textual Transmission’, 
in Epp and Fee, Studies in the Theory, pp. 274-97. 

53. See G.D. Fee, ‘Textual Criticism of the New Testament’, in Epp and Fee, 
Studies in the Theory, pp. 8, 12; and Omanson, ‘A Perspective’, p. 115. 
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(°°, the highly erratic papyrus dated about 200 CE, contains 
Syrian/Byzantine-type readings). 

Thirdly, papyrus manuscripts have revealed that the Alexandrian text 
is not, as Westcott and Hort proposed, a fourth-century recension devel- 
oping in Egypt. Instead, it is a text-type that closely resembles Codex 
Vaticanus (B03) and existed as early as the second century, thus 
supporting Westcott and Hort’s conclusion concerning the antiquity of 
the Alexandrian texts.*4 

Fourthly, these early papyri do not prove that the Alexandrian text is 
the original text, but they do show that Westcott and Hort were correct 
in viewing Codex Vaticanus (B03) as an early manuscript that repre- 
sented a relatively pure transmission from a very old text form.» 

Fiftly, when various papyri have been examined (such as *, *°, 
3%, 975), it has been found that they do not precisely fit into any of the 
four text-types proposed by Westcott and Hort.*° To attempt to place 
them into text-types, therefore, is illogical due to the very fact that they 
generally precede the date of the most prominent manuscripts used to 
determine each text-type. 

Although a number of the above points reveal, at least to a small 
extent, some amount of modification to Westcott and Hort’s theories, 
there is perhaps one area in particular where deviation is more notice- 
ably seen. Crucial to Westcott and Hort’s methodology was the concept 
of text-types, these being the Syrian, Western, Alexandrian, and Neutral. 
At present, in the wake of contentions regarding (1) the genealogical 
method, (2) early second-century Syrian/Byzantine readings, (3) the 
newly recognized importance of the Alexandrian text, and (4) the lack of 
text-types that allow newly discovered papyri to be categorized, there 
has been a significant questioning and reconsideration concerning the 
validity of text-types (at least text-types during the first two centuries of 
New Testament textual transmission). Epp comments on what he terms 
the ‘struggle over the text-type’: 


Perhaps the word ‘struggle’ is too strong, yet there is a continuing and 
genuine disagreement, if not contention, as to whether or not ‘text-types’ 


54. See Fee, ‘Textual Criticism’, p. 7; ‘Decision Points’, p. 42; Epp, 
‘Significance of the Papyri’, p. 290; and Omanson, ‘A Perspective’, p. 115. 

55. See Fee, “Textual Criticism’, p. 7; ‘Decision Points’, p. 42; and Omanson, 
‘A Perspective’, p. 115. 

56. See Epp, ‘Decision Points’, p. 37; ‘Significance of the Papyri’, p. 283; and 
Patrick, 1881-1981", pp. 361. 
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existed in the earliest centuries of the transmission of the NT text. That 
question in itself may not seem to involve a significant issue, but the 
answer to it does affect rather directly the obviously important issue of 
whether or not—and if so, how—we can trace the history of the earliest 
NT text, which—in turn—is related directly to the ultimate goal of recov- 
ering the original text. The validity of these steps is, at any rate, the con- 
viction of many of us, with the result that the question of early text-types 
deserves close attention... Yet it is clear enough that the study of the early 
and extensive papyri constitutes the turning point from confidence to 
skepticism about early text-types.>” 


Aland also reveals the degree of disparagement regarding text-types 
when he makes a rather extreme assertion regarding the formation of 
the Alexandrian text (Egyptian), and the Antiochian text (Byzantine): 


These are, it seems to me, the only text-types which may be regarded as 
certain, and that only since the fourth century. Everything else is 
extremely doubtful. It is impossible to fit the papyri, from the time prior to 
the fourth century, into these two text-types, to say nothing of trying to fit 
them into other types, as frequently happens. The simple fact that all these 
papyri, with their various distinctive characteristics, did exist side by side, 
in the same ecclesiastical province, that is, in Egypt, where they were 
found, is the best argument against the existence of any text-types, includ- 
ing the Alexandrian [Egyptian] and the Antiochian [Byzantine].~8 


It should be noted, however, that the present scholarly concern over 
text-types is not a new issue within the discipline of textual criticism. In 
fact, this debate has been ongoing for years, and has been discussed by 
individuals such as F.C. Burkitt, who, in 1899, challenged Westcott and 
Hort’s view of the Western text.*° In 1908, K. Lake presented the view 


57. Epp, ‘Decision Points’, pp. 37-38. 

58. K. Aland, ‘The Significance of the Papyri for Progress in New Testament 
Research’, in J.P. Hyatt (ed.), The Bible in Modern Scholarship: Papers Read at the 
100th Meeting of the Society for Biblical Literature, December 28-30, 1964 
(Nashville/New York: Abingdon, 1965), pp. 336-37. The Alands consider the 
Egyptian text to be an offshoot of the Alexandrian text-type. As years passed, the 
Alexandrian text became corrupted by the Koine (or Byzantine) influence. Eventually 
the Alexandrian text produced the Egyptian text. The circulation of this text became 
increasingly limited because of the growing popularity of the Coptic versions. See 
K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, pp. 56, 70-71. For further state- 
ments by the Alands regarding some contemporary problems with text-types, see this 
same volume, p. 332. A more balanced discussion concerning the matter of text- 
types can be found in Epp, ‘Significance of the Papyri’, pp. 274-79. 

59. See F.C. Burkitt’s Introduction to P.M. Barnard’s The Biblical Text of 
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that the Neutral text was perhaps more corrupt, while the Western text 
more authentic, than Westcott and Hort had first thought. A.C. Clark, 
in 1914, proposed that the Western text, complete with its longer read- 
ings, was the original text, while the Neutral text was a recension of it.” 
And again in 1926, J.H. Ropes re-affirmed the original position of 
Westcott and Hort.” Just prior to Ropes, in 1924, B.H. Streeter asserted 
that another text-type existed alongside those given by Westcott and 
Hort. He claimed that this text originated in Caesarea of Palestine, per- 
haps under the influence of Origen. Thus was born the Caesarean text- 
type, with its main witnesses being ©, fam. 1, fam. 13, and several other 
manuscripts. 

At the present time, scholars tend to lean towards four text-types, 
based somewhat upon Westcott and Hort, as well as subsequent scholar- 
ship. The first is called the Alexandrian text, and consists of a combining 
of Westcott and Hort’s Neutral and Alexandrian texts. Its major wit- 
nesses would include Codex Vaticanus (B03), Codex Sinaiticus (801), 
9°, 975, and the Sahidic and Bohairic versions. The second is the 
Western text. However, whereas Westcott and Hort rejected all readings 
except Western non-interpolations, more recently scholars have pushed 
aside these non-interpolations and have accepted some of the Western 
text readings. Witnesses to this text-type would include Codex Bezae 
(D05), Codex Claromontanus (D06), portions of Codex Washingtonianus 
(W032), 78, 948, and various Old Latin versions. The third text-type is, 


Clement of Alexandria in the Four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles, in 
J.A. Robinson (ed.), Texts and Studies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1899), V, p. xviii. Further aspects of this ongoing debate are nicely summarized by 
D. Parker in ‘The Development of Textual Criticism since B.H. Streeter’, NTS 24 
(1977), pp. 149-62. 

60. Lake, The Text of the New Testament, p. 70. 

61. A.C. Clark, The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1918), pp. vi-vii, 19-20, and 106-12. 

62. Ropes, The Text of Acts, pp. vii-xii. 

63. B.H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins, Treating of the 
Manuscript Tradition, Sources, Authorship, and Dates (London: Macmillan, 1924), 
pp. 77-108. Subsequent study by individuals such as K. Lake, R.P. Blake, and 
S. New has revealed that this text-type probably originated in Egypt rather than 
Caesarea, but was carried by Origen to Caesarea and from here it continued to 
spread. See K. Lake and R.P. Blake, ‘The Text of the Gospels and the Koridethi 
Codex’, HTR 16 (1923), pp. 267-86; and K. Lake, R.P. Blake, and S. New, ‘The 
Caesarean Text of the Gospel of Mark’, HTR 21 (1928), pp. 207-404. 
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for the most part, the familiar Syrian text of Westcott and Hort. But 
today, it is more commonly referred to as the Byzantine text. Major wit- 
nesses to this text-type are the Gospel portions of Codex Alexandrinus 
(A02), the later uncial manuscripts, and the majority of minuscule manu- 
scripts. The fourth is called the Caesarean text, which was first proposed 
by Streeter. However, this text-type has suffered at the hands of its 
recent critics and currently its status as an integral text-type is dis- 
integrating.™ Its primary representatives include Codex Coridethianus 
(9038), and the Armenian and Georgian versions. Again, the dilemma 
of the Caesarean text reveals the faltering nature of text-types in general. 

In the light of past and present dissatisfaction over, among other fac- 
tors, Westcott and Hort’s use of genealogical methodology, as incorpo- 
rated to determine text-types and provide external evidence, and their 
oft-disputed assumption that the original New Testament text had sur- 
vived relatively error free in their so-called Neutral (Egyptian or 
Alexandrian) text-type, experts have sought a new approach and solu- 
tion to the textual problem of the New Testament. Rather than adhering 
to the classical method of Westcott and Hort, a method that relied heav- 
ily upon these genealogical relationships and principles, scholars have 
gradually concluded that no one manuscript or group of manuscripts has 
preserved the original, unaltered autographs. Therefore, the modern tex- 
tual critic must explore all traditions and criteria rather than conclude 
that one particular type of reading, manuscript, family of manuscripts, or 
text-type holds the answer to the problem of the New Testament text. 
The words of A.F.J. Klijn seem to represent the current opinion of the 
present situation: ‘The discovery of the original text will not be in a MS 
or in a text. We shall have to hammer out the text of the original NT 
reading by reading, discussing every possibility.’ Statements such as 
this clearly show that since the era of Westcott and Hort, the discipline 
of textual criticism has been influenced, to some extent, by new discov- 
eries and developments. The need to ‘hammer out the text of the origi- 
nal New Testament reading by reading’ has in turn given rise to what 
some scholars term the ‘eclectic approach’. 


64. J.N. Birdsall correctly summarizes recent scholarly thought regarding the 
Caesarean text-type: ‘The Caesarean Text is not a text-type, but at least two...’; 
J.N. Birdsall, ‘The Recent History of New Testament Textual Criticism’, ANRW 
11.26.1 (1992), p. 176. 

65. A.F.J. Klijn, A Survey of the Researches into the Western Text of the 
Gospels and Acts (Utrecht: Kemink, 1949), p. 171. 
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If one accepts that (1) the complete original text is not to be found in 
one single, reliable witness, (2) the ancient readings cannot always be 
followed solely because of their antiquity, and (3) the original text of the 
New Testament is to be chosen variant by variant, then a reliance upon 
one of four prominent methods must ensue. The first three methods— 
Reasoned Eclecticism, Rigorous Eclecticism, and the Historical- 
Documentary method—are distinctively eclectic. The final method, the 
Majority Text approach, is not distinctively eclectic. 

By using the term ‘eclectic’ or ‘eclecticism’, and by adhering to the 
eclectic method, one means that the ‘original’ text of the New Testa- 
ment is to be chosen variant by variant, using all the principles of critical 
judgment without regarding one manuscript or text-type as necessarily 
preserving that ‘original’.© There is, however, at least one inherent dif- 
ficulty in defining ‘eclecticism’. To some textual critics, eclecticism 
means an equal assessment of both internal evidence (factors relating to 
the original author and to the later scribe) and external evidence (factors 
relating to the manuscripts). This approach is called Rational or Reasoned 
Eclecticism. For others it means a use of internal considerations alone. 
This approach is known as Rigorous, Thorough Going, Radical, or 
Consistent Eclecticism. Generally, the level of a textual critic’s depen- 
dence upon external evidence determines the type of eclecticism that he 
or she employs in solving textual difficulties. Some textual scholars 
would even go to the extreme and claim that the original reading may 
appear in one single medieval manuscript even when all of that manu- 
script’s relatives do not have the reading. As R.V.G. Tasker notes: 


It is in consequence generally accepted today that there is no single wit- 
ness, or group of witnesses, which can be regarded as always reliable— 
much less, infallible; that all ‘rule-of-thumb’ methods of dealing with the 
evidence must be eschewed; that ancient readings cannot always be fol- 
lowed solely because of their antiquity; and that the possibility must be left 
open that in some cases the true reading may have been preserved in only 
a few witnesses—or even in a single, relatively late, witness.© 


66. Fee, ‘Textual Criticism’, p. 15. 

67. R.V.G. Tasker, The Greek New Testament (Oxford/Cambridge: Oxford 
University Press/Cambridge University Press, 1964), p. viii. For further statements 
of this nature, see J.K. Elliott, ‘Keeping up with Recent Studies XV: New Testament 
Textual Criticism’, ExpTim 99 (1987), p. 43; and idem, ‘Can We Recover the 
Original Text of the New Testament: An Examination of the Réle of Thoroughgoing 
Eclecticism’, in his Essays and Studies in New Testament Textual Criticism (FN 3; 
Cordoba: Ediciones El Almendro, 1992), p. 28. 
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It is the eclectic approach, and more specifically the rational eclectic 
approach, that the UBSGNT, and for that matter many other Greek 
New Testament critical editions, have been based upon. For as Metzger 
declares, the editors of the UBSGNT? worked with the principle that 
‘each set of variants be evaluated in the light of the fullest consideration 
of both external evidence and internal probabilities’.*° We now turn to a 
discussion of reasoned eclecticism, rigorous eclecticism, the historical- 
documentary method, and the majority text method. 


Reasoned Eclecticism 

It is the reasoned eclectic approach that holds the most favorable posi- 
tion among New Testament textual scholars. This method is also called 
rational, moderate, and genuine eclecticism. The primary consideration 
that stands behind a reasoned eclectic approach to the New Testament 
text is that the variant most likely to be original is the one that best 
explains and accounts for the existence of the others. To state this in dif- 
ferent terms, when one is confronted with several differing variants, the 
original variant is most likely to be that which explains, in consideration 
of both external and internal evidence, the existence of the other vari- 
ants. Reasoned eclecticism cannot function apart from considering both 
external and internal evidence because reconstructing the history of the 
textual variant is a prerequisite to reaching a judgment about that 
variant. It is external evidence that aids the scholar in reconstructing the 
textual history. Only the variant that can best account for all the evi- 
dence, external and internal criteria alike, has serious claims to being the 
original. Reasoned eclecticism recognizes that no single criterion or 
invariable combination of criteria will resolve all cases of textual varia- 
tion; therefore, it attempts to apply evenly and without prejudice any 
and all criteria—external and internal—appropriate to a given case, arriv- 
ing at an answer based upon the relative probabilities among those applic- 
able criteria.” Keeping in mind the above principles, we now focus our 
attention upon the two criteria of judgment underlying the reasoned 
eclectic method—external evidence and internal evidence.” 


68. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, p. xxxi; 1994, p. 16*. 

69. Epp, “Decision Points’, pp. 35-36. 

70. For a presentation of the following principles consult the standard handbooks 
dealing with textual criticism such as Metzger, The Text of the New Testament; 
K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament; Greenlee, Textual Criticism; and 
L. Vaganay and C.B. Amphoux, An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism 
(Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University Press, 2nd edn, 1991). 
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External evidence. External evidence is concerned with factors relating 
to the manuscripts and other witnesses. There are four considerations 
inherent to external evidence: (1) The relative date and character of the 
witnesses—generally, the earlier manuscripts are more likely to be free 
from errors of repeated copying. Do the earlier manuscripts support one 
variant more than others? Are some variants without any early support? 
Or do all the readings have early support? 

(2) The geographic distribution of the witnesses that support a vari- 
ant—in general, the broader the geographical distribution of the sup- 
porting witnesses for a given variant, the greater the likelihood that the 
variant may be original. However, one must be certain that geographi- 
cally remote witnesses are really independent of one another.”! 

(3) The genealogical relationships among texts and families of 
manuscripts—one must determine if the manuscripts supporting a vari- 
ant reflect the readings present in numerous text-types or represent one 
single text-type. If the latter case is true, it may be that a variant rep- 
resents a sole peculiarity of that one text-type. However, if in a given 
sentence reading x is supported by 20 manuscripts while reading y is 
supported by only one manuscript, the numerical support favoring 
reading x counts for nothing if all 20 manuscripts are discovered to be 
copies made from a single, no longer existing manuscript, whose scribe 
first introduced that particular variant reading. In this case, the compari- 
son must be made between the one manuscript containing reading y and 
the single ancestor of the 20 manuscripts containing reading x.” 

(4) The relative quality of the witnesses—manuscripts are to be 
weighed rather than counted. Bearing in mind the principle of the pre- 
vious paragraph, those manuscripts which are found to be more trust- 
worthy in obvious instances of variation should be accorded this 
predominant position in less obvious instances of variation. However, 
this should not be held as a constant mechanical principle, but instead, 
should be a consideration when evaluating the entire spectrum of 
evidence. 


Internal evidence. Internal evidence is of two kinds. It is concerned with 
transcriptional probabilities (factors relating to the habits, mistakes, and 
tendencies of scribes), as well as intrinsic probabilities (the style and 
thought of the author). 


71. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, p. xxv; 1994, p. 12%. 
72. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, p. xxvi; 1994, p. 12*. 
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(1) Transcriptional probabilities—this involves the consideration that 
readings may have resulted due to slips, errors, alterations, or harmo- 
nizations of other passages made by the scribe as he copied his 
manuscript from an exemplar. In the light of these scribal tendencies, 
two major points should be considered: the more difficult reading is to 
be preferred, and the shorter reading is to be preferred. To be consid- 
ered here are the various types of unintentional and intentional alter- 
ations that scribes would make to the text. These are essential to a 
consideration of transcriptional probabilities.” 

(2) Intrinsic probabilities—the primary aim here is to consider the 
variant readings on the basis of what the author was most likely to have 
written. Aspects that one might investigate would include the author’s 
vocabulary usage, writing style, flow of thought and logic, ideational 
congruence, theological perspectives and teachings, and possible use of 
traditional material. All these considerations must be evaluated in the 
immediate context of the variant passage and in the greater context of 
the entire book and other works by the particular author. In the Gospels, 
further considerations would also include the possible Aramaic or Greek 
background of the teachings of Jesus, the Markan priority of the 
Gospels, and the influence of the Christian community upon the formu- 
lation and transmission of the passage in question.” 

Fee explains one final consideration pertaining to the relationship 
between external and internal evidence, and thus to the entire reasoned 
eclectic approach: 


While... we may grant that not all of the principles of textual criticism are 
applicable to each variant, contemporary critics generally agree that ques- 
tions of internal evidence should usually be asked first and that the weight 
of the manuscript evidence should be applied secondarily. What becomes 
obvious, however, is that on the grounds of internal evidence certain MSS 
tend to support the ‘original’ text more often than others and that those 
MSS are the early Egyptian [Alexandrian]. Therefore, when internal evi- 
dence cannot decide, the safest guide is to go with the ‘best’ Ms.” 


73.. See the standard handbooks such as Metzger, The Text of the New 
Testament, pp. 209-10; Greenlee, Textual Criticism, pp. 55-61, 111-116; and 
Vaganay and Amphoux, An Introduction, pp. 79-81. 

74. See Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, p. xxviii; 1994, pp. 13*-14*. 

75. Fee, ‘Textual Criticism’, pp. 15-16. 
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Although the reasoned eclectic approach holds the most favorable posi- 
tion among New Testament textual scholars,’® one must not conclude 
that it is without difficulties or that it is the final word in critical 
methodologies. For as Clark stated, as early as the mid-1950s, reasoned 
eclecticism is perhaps a temporary interlude: 


The eclectic method is openly embraced in our day. Indeed, it is the only 
procedure available to us at this stage, but it is very important to recognize 
that it is a secondary and tentative method. It is not a new method nor a 
permanent one; it does not supplant the more thorough procedure of 
Westcott and Hort but only supplants it temporarily. The eclectic method 
cannot by itself create a text to displace Westcott-Hort and its offspring. It 
is suitable only for exploration and experimentation. From it may one day 
come the insight about which a multitude of itemized researches may 
gather and find unity and meaning. The eclectic method, by its very 
nature, belongs to a day like ours in which we know only that the tradi- 
tional theory of the text is faulty but cannot yet see clearly to correct the 
fault. While, therefore, we are indebted to ‘the eclectics’ for their schol- 
arly judgments, we should not expect thus to be provided with an 
improved critical text. Paradoxically, the eclectic method as applied today 
presupposes the general correctness of our traditional textual theory.” 


Birdsall also comments upon the temporary predominance of reasoned 
eclecticism: 


Although for the present we must utilize these diverse criteria and estab- 
lish a text by an eclectic method, it is impossible to stifle the hope that, at 
some future time, we shall find our methods and our resultant text 
justified by manuscript discoveries and by the classical methods... which 
Hort exemplified so brilliantly in his work.’ 


76. See such statements made by Epp, ‘Decision Points’, pp. 36, 40 

77. K.W. Clark, ‘The Effect of Recent Textual Criticism upon New Testament 
Studies’, in W.D. Davies and D. Daube (eds.), The Background of the New 
Testament and its Eschatology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964), 
pp. 37-38. One is able to state, as Clark does, that eclecticism ‘is not a new method’, 
in that individuals such as Bengel (1725), Griesbach (1796), and Lachmann (1842) 
recognized the importance of evaluating both internal and external evidence when 
weighing textual matters. Thus, reasoned eclecticism, in its broadest meaning, had its 
early precursors. For more clarification of this point, see Epp, ‘The Eclectic 
Method’, p. 142. 

78. J.N. Birdsall, ‘The Text of the Fourth Gospel: Some Current Questions’, 
EvQ (1957), p. 199. 
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Rigorous Eclecticism 

This method is similarly known as thoroughgoing, radical, or consistent 
eclecticism. Rigorous eclecticism is a more recent method of textual 
criticism and has been endorsed and practiced in particular by two 
British scholars, the late G.D. Kilpatrick and his student J.K. Elliott.”? 
Eclecticism of this nature examines all the variant readings available for 
any one variant unit and then selects the reading that best explains 
aspects of internal criteria alone. In other words, the variant that is 
selected as the original reading should be the one that best fits into the 
context of the passage, and the author’s style, vocabulary or theology 
(all intrinsic probabilities), while at the same time falling in line with 
scribal habits, including the tendency to conform to a Koine or Attic 
Greek style, Semitic forms of expression, parallel passages, Old Testa- 
ment passages, and liturgical forms and uses (all transcriptional prob- 
abilities). Little regard, if any, is given to characteristics of external 
evidence. Elliott explains this emphasis upon internal evidence alone: 


By contrast I think it is perfectly feasible to try to reconstruct the original 
text by applying only internal criteria. This method has been dubbed radi- 
cal or thoroughgoing eclecticism. According to this method (which I sup- 
port and which I try to apply) the manuscripts are of importance primarily 
as bearers of readings. As I have already indicated, no one manuscript has 
the monopoly of original readings. On the other hand, it is unlikely that 
the original text has not survived somewhere in our known manuscripts 
even if this may occasionally turn out to be a representative of the late, 
[B]yzantine, type of text.®° 


Elliott goes on to explain that ‘the number or age of the manuscripts 
supporting the readings are of little significance’ .*! Therefore, as Colwell 
explains, a rigorous eclectic critic uses the term ‘eclectic’ in the follow- 
ing manner: 


By ‘eclectic’ they mean in fact free choice among readings. This choice in 
many cases is made solely on the basis of intrinsic probability. The editor 
chooses that reading which commends itself to him as fitting the context, 


79. For representative collections of these two scholars’ work, see J.K. Elliott 
(ed.), The Principles and Practice of New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected 
Essays of G.D. Kilpatrick (BETL 96; Leuven: Leuven University Press/Peeters, 
1990); and Elliott, Essays and Studies in New Testament Textual Criticism. For a 
refutation of the method supported by Kilpatrick and Elliott, see, among other 
works, Fee, ‘Rigorous or Reasoned’, pp. 124-40. 

80. Elliott, ‘Recent Studies’, p. 43. 

81. Elliott, ‘Recent Studies’, p. 43. 
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whether in style, or idea, or contextual reference. Such an editor relegates 
the manuscripts to the role of the supplier of readings. The weight of the 
manuscript is ignored. Its place in the manuscript tradition is not 
considered. 


The fact that many of the papyri and uncials come from a very early 
period of textual transmission does not lend to them any special consid- 
eration, authority, character, or value. Rigorous eclectic scholars search 
the prominent early manuscripts and the later Byzantine manuscripts 
alike, looking for the original text without any distinguished regard for 
the older witnesses. Whereas in reasoned eclecticism the shorter reading 
is to be preferred, rigorous eclecticism emphasizes a preference for the 
longer reading by explaining that the shortening of a text is often due to 
the careless copying of a scribe especially when paleographical peculiari- 
ties can be demonstrated to have aided optical illusions. Although practi- 
tioners of rigorous eclecticism admit that the lengthening of a text 
undoubtedly occurred when scribes deliberately included explanatory 
glosses and additional material from the exemplar, the more reliable 
explanation, they claim, is that the longer reading is more likely to be the 
original.® 

Rigorous eclecticism has come up against some tough opposition, and, 
as with reasoned eclecticism, this method too has its limitations, perhaps 
even more than reasoned eclecticism. Although most scholars would 
agree that no single manuscript or group of manuscripts can always be 
regarded as reliable, few would admit that because no manuscripts have 
escaped corruption, all are virtually equally corrupt, which this method 
seems to imply. Some scholars note that rigorous eclecticism rests upon 
this theory of textual corruption and transmission, and ends up being 
unhistorical in its approach.* In fact, studies have revealed that some 
manuscripts do preserve the original text more faithfully than others.®° 
Another criticism of radical eclecticism is its subjectivity. Some would 
argue that textual judgments are left too much to the fancy of the indi- 
vidual scholar. Readings are accepted that often have only a minimal 


82. Colwell, ‘Hort Redivivus’, p. 154. 

83. See Elliott, ‘Recent Studies’, pp. 43-44. 

84. See Fee, ‘Rigorous or Reasoned’, p. 127; and Omanson, ‘A Perspective’, 
p. 119. 

85. See Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles, esp. pp. 212-13; and G.D. Fee, Papyrus 
Bodmer II (P®©): Its Textual Relationships and Scribal Characteristics (SD 34; Salt 
Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 1968), pp. 36-56. 
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amount of external manuscript support because they appeal to the judg- 
ment of the critic.8° Therefore, it might be said that ‘[A]lthough con- 
siderations of the literary usage of a New Testament author [i.e. internal 
evidence] will be of considerable value to the textual critic, it must not 
be made the primary criterion in the evaluation of variant readings to 
the virtual neglect of external evidence’.®’ In arriving at decisions con- 
cerning variant readings, most textual scholars believe that one must 
utilize all the various methods that might provide insight into a solution 
regarding the original text. External evidence cannot be overlooked. 
Neglecting this criterion means to do away with half the tools of use to 
the textual critic. Taking into account these previous arguments it would 
be practicable to conclude that the eclectic method: 
... should be always connected with a careful study and evaluation of the 
manuscript tradition. This study may reveal that there is a certain favorable 
presumption on the trustworthiness of certain manuscripts because they 
were transmitted in a situation which was not influenced by the trend of 
stylistic emendation which was felt in other places and times.*® 


Historical-Documentary Method 

This method, initially advocated by individuals such as E.C. Colwell and 
K.W. Clark, seeks to reconstruct the history of the New Testament text 
by examining our extant manuscripts and re-establishing the lines of 
transmission from these witnesses to the earliest stages of writing, 
thereby allowing one to choose the reading that comes closest to the 
original autographs. This method is based upon the theory that we 
should be able to organize all our existing manuscripts into groups or 
clusters, each representing a distinct text-type. These distinct text-types 
are then evaluated with the purpose of determining the specific clusters 
of manuscripts, or ideally the one lone cluster that represents the earliest 
known group out of all those examined. With the earliest group deter- 
mined, all other groups can be subsequently categorized by their later 
chronological succession. This method further attempts to reconstruct 
the line of textual transmission that has resulted in the production of all 
our known manuscripts, thereby seeing each witness as a possible 
branch extending forth with other branches from the ‘main trunk’ of 


86. Fee, ‘Rigorous or Reasoned’, pp. 136-38. 

87. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, pp. 178-79. 

88. C.M. Martini, ‘Eclecticism and Atticism in the Textual Criticism of the Greek 
New Testament’, in M. Black and W.A. Smalley (eds.), On Language, Culture, and 
Religion: In Honor of Eugene A. Nida (The Hague/Paris: Mouton, 1974), p. 155. 
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the earliest texts. If this textual tree with its network of manuscript 
branches and witness off-shoots can be reconstructed, then one will be 
able to identify not only the earliest points of departure from the trunk, 
but the actual trunk (those manuscripts closest to the originals) and roots 
of the tree itself (the autographs). 

Therefore, theoretically, when confronted by a textual variant posing 
different readings, the reading that comes from the earliest cluster would 
be the one chosen. Clearly this method emphasizes external evidence 
such as age and place of origin (hence it is also called external or docu- 
mentary textual criticism), and is, in comparison to rigorous eclecticism 
and internal evidence, at the opposite end of the methodological spec- 
trum (with reasoned eclecticism falling somewhere in between). As one 
can recognize, this method has close similarities with Westcott and 
Hort’s theory of genealogical evidence. In respect to the emphasis upon 
manuscript age in the historical-documentary method, one can under- 
stand how the early papyri and uncials play a vital role in this theory. 
The textual tree can now be reconstructed back to a point of no more 
than 150-200 years after the date of writing of the originals. 

As with the prior two methods, there are difficulties in the historical- 
documentary approach. Whereas radical eclecticism overemphasizes 
internal evidence, this method errs in its overemphasis on external evi- 
dence, especially manuscript age. Again the debate over text-types and 
mixture in manuscripts, as discussed earlier, erects some problematic 
hurdles for this method, just as it did for Westcott and Hort’s genealogi- 
cal method. As Epp states regarding the genealogical method, and as is 
evident to some extent in the historical-documentary method, a ‘strict 
genealogical method has never been feasible in NT textual criticism, for 
there is too much textual mixture in the complex array of MSS’.®? And 
lastly, although this method is ideal and the most preferred, however not 
the most practiced, it falls short in that the numerical lack of early 
manuscripts renders the approach overly reliant upon only those early 
manuscripts that are presently known. If there were a greater number of 
these early witnesses, this method would provide a much larger body of 
information. 


Majority Text Method 
As earlier explained, individuals such as J.W. Burgon were adamantly 
opposed to the theories of Westcott and Hort. Instead, men such as 


89. Epp, ‘Decision Points’, p. 33. 
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Burgon ceaselessly defended the Textus Receptus. While some scholars 
still accept the readings present in the Textus Receptus, most serious 
scholarly support of this text has now ceased.” 

The method under discussion, the majority text approach, although 
not defending the Textus Receptus specifically, supports the Byzantine 
texts that gave rise to the Textus Receptus. This method rejects the 
prominent view stating that the later Byzantine manuscripts are inferior. 
Instead, those holding this approach would claim that these manuscripts 
are a purer form of the text. The majority text view is based upon the 
following principle: the original reading of any particular passage is to 
be found in a majority of the manuscripts. It seeks to prove that the 
supposed ‘Byzantine’ witnesses should be taken as essentially indepen- 
dent witnesses. 

The majority text method strives to eliminate any appeal to internal 
evidence, and replaces this with the opinion that any textual variant that 
is supported by the majority of manuscripts should be determined as the 
original. In other words, this approach rejects the previous premise 
stated under reasoned eclecticism that ‘manuscripts should be weighed 
not counted’, because ten thousand copies of a mistake do not make it 
any less of a mistake.?! The majority text method, along with rigorous 
eclecticism, fails to examine the history of the text. Although the major- 
ity text method does present some interesting considerations, it is plainly 
disregarded by the large bulk of textual critics. 


Regardless of the changes since Westcott and Hort, one thing is certain— 
we cannot take for granted or underestimate the immense impact these 
two men have had upon modern textual criticism. Metzger notes that: 


90. However, a number of works written in the past few decades continue to 
support both the Textus Receptus and the King James Version that extends from it. 
See such works as E.F. Hills, The King James Defended! A Space-Age Defense of 
the Historic Christian Faith (Des Moines, IA: Christian Research Press, 3rd rev. edn, 
1978); D.O. Fuller, Which Bible? (Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids International 
Publications, 5th edn, 1975); H.A. Sturz, The Byzantine Text-Type and New 
Testament Textual Criticism (Nashville/Camden/New York: Thomas Nelson, 1984); 
Pickering, Identity of the New Testament; and the Greek New Testament edition by 
Z.C. Hodges and A.L. Farstad (eds.), The Greek New Testament according to the 
Majority Text (Nashville/Camden/New York: Thomas Nelson, 1982). These works 
are not seriously regarded by most textual critics. For a rebuttal of the majority text 
method, see Fee, “The Majority Text’, pp. 183-208. 

91. Holmes, ‘Textual Criticism’, p. 113. 
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[T}he overwhelming consensus of scholarly opinion recognizes that their 
(Westcott and Hort’s] critical edition was truly epoch-making. They pre- 
sented what is doubtless the oldest and purest text that could be attained 
with the means of information available in their day. Though the discov- 
ery of additional manuscripts has required the realignment of certain 
groups of witnesses, the general validity of their critical principles and 
procedures is widely acknowledged by textual scholars today.” 


Westcott and Hort have truly served as the foundation for the study of 
New Testament textual criticism. Whether or not current textual criticism 
continues to be built upon the same footings, one cannot dismiss that 
these two men began construction upon what has become a huge edifice. 


Though a hundred years have passed, it is still prudent to keep in mind the 
two—and the only two—principles that Hort printed in large type in his 
chapter on method: ‘Knowledge of documents should precede final judg- 
ment upon readings’ and ‘Ail trustworthy restoration of corrupted texts is 
founded on the study of their history.’?? 


2. The Editions of the UBSGNT 
Westcott and Hort and the Foundation of the UBSGNT Text 


Hort’s statement is definitive; his principles have been so generally 
accepted that few students trouble to read the original work in which they 
were first set forth. The canons of criticism established by Hort have 
passed into every manual on the subject, and into every Introduction to the 
New Testament, often without acknowledgment. No sane scholar would 
ever think today of tackling the work of textual criticism on any principles 
other than these; but he may be unaware of the direction in which his main 
indebtedness lies.” 


Despite the modifications made to Westcott and Hort’s methodology by 
subsequent scholarship, namely in matters dealing with the criticism of 
their genealogical principle and the ongoing discussion concerning text- 
types, countless scholars have attested to the fact that ‘Almost every 
modern translation of the New Testament reflects the influence of the 


92. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 137. 

93. Fee, ‘Decision Points’, p. 39. 

94. Neill and Wright, Interpretation, p. 77. In a footnote to this statement, the 
authors add that ‘Naturally there is progress in this field as in every other. Notable 
introductions to the study of textual criticism have been written in later times... But 
every one of these is based ultimately on the principles which Hort so lucidly laid 
down.’ 
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Westcott-Hort Testament. And it has to be said that very little progress 
has been made in the field of the history of the text and the theory of 
textual criticism since Westcott-Hort.’®> Pack supports this statement, 
which he made in 1983, by pointing out that ten major editions had 
been issued since 1881, all profoundly influenced by Westcott-Hort.*° 
Fee echoes these sentiments when he states: 


[A]ll subsequent critical texts look far more like WH than like the TR or 
the Western MSS. Therefore, it is fair to say that, whether intentionally or 
not, the mainstream of NT textual criticism since Westcott and Hort has 
moved toward modifying and advancing their work.” 


K.W. Clark likewise affirms the above points: ‘All the critical editions since 
1881 are basically the same as Westcott and Hort. All are founded on the 
same Egyptian recension, and generally reflect the same assumptions of 


95. Pack, ‘One Hundred Years’, p. 68. Although modifications have been made 
to Westcott and Hort’s genealogical principles and their designation of text-types, 
one must not be overly eager to disregard their work in these two areas. Neill and 
Wright correctly point out that “We now know that the text represented in Sinaiticus 
and Vaticanus is also the result of a revision, a very scholarly and sober revision 
indeed, but still a revision, and we see that Hort’s dream of an uncorrupted and 
unadulterated text is one of those illusions from which he himself had not yet been 
set free. Yet, Hort was, after all, not so far astray. B is by far the greatest and the 
best of all the manuscripts of the New Testament that have come down to us.’ Neill 
and Wright, Interpretation, p. 79. In regard to Westcott and Hort’s view of the 
Neutral and Western text-types, Epp states that, “Yet, nearly a century later we stil] 
affirm the general superiority of the Neutral text-type and the generally secondary 
character of the Western, and we do so largely on the same grounds as did Hort: a 
similar picture of the early history of the text and a similar subjective judgment about 
the respective quality of the two early text-groups’. E.J. Epp, ‘The Twentieth- 
Century Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism’, in Epp and Fee, Studies in 
the Theory, p. 89. 

96. Pack, ‘One Hundred Years’, p. 70. These editions specifically referred to are 
Weymouth (1886); B. Weiss (1894-1900); Nestle and now Nestle—Aland (1898— 
1993); The British and Foreign Bible Society Testaments (1904, 1958); A. Souter 
(1910-1947); H. von Soden (1902-1910); texts edited by three Catholic scholars, 
H.J. Vogels (1920), A. Merk (1933), and J.M. Bover (1943); and the UBSGNT 
(1966-1993). For this same point, see Epp, ‘The Twentieth-Century’, pp. 84-85. 
The critical edition prepared by Hodges and Farstad, The Greek New Testament 
according to the Majority Text, is an exception. Not only does this edition deny the 
principles of Westcott and Hort, it also disregards much contemporary text-critical 
methodology. 

97. Fee, ‘Textual Criticism’, p. 12. 
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transmission.’*® Again Clark comments, although somewhat antago- 
nistically, upon the results of a study conducted by eight students at 
Duke University in which Westcott and Hort’s edition was compared to 
an extensive number of other critical texts. He concludes: 


Since 1881 twenty-five editors have issued about seventy-five editions of 
the Greek New Testament. The collation of these many ‘critical’ texts 
consistently exposes the fact that each of them is basically a repetition of 
the Westcott-Hort text of which we may be permitted to declare with truth: 
“You now have the text which is accepted by all.’ Indeed, we have con- 
tinued for eighty-five years to live in the era of Westcott and Hort, our 
textus receptus.”” 


Epp, while acknowledging modern textual criticism’s reliance upon 
Westcott and Hort, provides a noteworthy and straightforward explana- 
tion as to why this is the case: 


One response to the fact that our popular critical texts are still so close to 
that of WH might be that the kind of text arrived at by them and supported 
so widely by subsequent criticism is in fact and without question the best 
attainable NT text; yet every textual critic knows that this similarity of text 
indicates, rather, that we have made little progress in textual theory since 
Westcott-Hort; that we simply do not know how to make a definitive 
determination as to what the best text is; that we do not have a clear picture 
of the transmission and alteration of the text in the first few centuries; and, 
accordingly, that the Westcott-Hort kind of text has maintained its domi- 
nant position largely by default. 


In 1981, Patrick specifically stated that Westcott and Hort’s continuing 
influence ‘is seen most recently in the text of the NEB and in the United 
Bible Societies’ edition of 1966’.!°! Specifically stated in the preface of 
the UBSGNT' is the attestation that Westcott and Hort’s Greek New 
Testament was used as the basis for a comparison with other various 


98. K.W. Clark, ‘Today’s Problems with the Critical Text of the New 
Testament’, in J.C. Rylaarsdam (ed.), Transitions in Biblical Scholarship (Essays in 
Divinity 6; Chicago/London: University of Chicago Press, 1968), p. 159. 

99. Clark, ‘Today’s Problems’, pp. 160. See statements of a similar nature made 
by Clark in ‘Recent Textual Criticism’, in Davies and Daube, Background of the 
New Testament, p. 36. 

100. Epp, ‘The Twentieth-Century’, p. 87. See this entire chapter, pp. 83-108, for 
an excellent summary discussing modern textual criticism’s reliance upon Westcott 
and Hort. 

101. Patrick, ‘1881-1981’, pp. 361-62. 
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editions to determine relevant variants.'° To add further, Metzger, in his 
Textual Commentary upon the UBSGNT, states once more that 
Westcott and Hort’s text ‘was taken as the basis for the present United 
Bible Societies’ edition’ .'°? M. Black, another member of the UBSGNT 
editorial committee, comments upon Westcott and Hort’s influence in 
the UBSGNT', UBSGNT”, and UBSGNT*: 


It is certainly true, as L.W. Hurtado pointed out, that in this UBS text 
‘Hort’s general views are coming back into greater favor than at some 
times in the past’. The new external evidence, in particular that of the 
Papyri, has led to the vindication of the superiority of the B-8 textual tra- 
dition, so that it is not surprising that UBS 1, 2, 3 reflect, by and large, 
fundamentally the Westcott-Hort text-type. But this does not mean that 
Westcott-Hort has been followed blindly, where the internal and exegeti- 
cal evidence goes against them; or that full account has not been taken of 
internal evidence of exegesis and author’s style, etc. The truth is that the 
Hortian type of text is the best available and accessible form of the ancient 
text of the New Testament. To depart from it and produce an eclectic text 
may well end in the fabrication of a mosaic of arbitrary readings. .. 104 


And finally, J.K. Elliott, who has written perhaps some of the most 
detailed articles dealing with the UBSGNT, in an article discussing the 
UBSGNT®, comes to this same prognosis: ‘[T]he general verdict of UBS 
3rd edn is that its text is closer to Westcott and Hort’s text. It is in many 
ways a “safer” text than the first and second UBS editions insofar as 
many more of the readings of Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus 
appear in UBS 3rd edn.’!® The previous assertions and judgments 


102. UBSGNT|, p. v. 

103. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, p. xxiii; 1994, p. 10*. 

104. M. Black, ‘The United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament Evaluated—A 
Reply’, BT 28 (1977), p. 120. For the reference to L-.W. Hurtado, see his review of 
Metzger’s Textual Commentary, JBL 92 (1973), pp. 621-22. See also the review 
article by Moir entitled ‘The Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament’ in NTS 14 
(1967), pp. 136-43. This latter article, which reviews the UBSGNT., also empha- 
sizes Westcott and Hort’s clear influence upon the United Bible Societies’ first edi- 
tion of the Greek New Testament. 

105. J.K. Elliott, ‘The United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament: A Short 
Examination of the Third Edition’, BT 30 (1979), p. 138. In an earlier article, Elliott 
also points out that ‘Despite the alleged aim of producing an eclectic text, one of the 
United Bible Societies’ spokesmen, R.P. Markham, and one of the text editors, 
Matthew Black, were already on record in 1966 writing that the UBS text was basi- 
cally to be Westcott and Hort revised’: J.K. Elliott, ‘The United Bible Societies’ 
Textual Commentary Evaluated’, NovT 17 (1975), p. 132. As Elliott points out, 
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strongly reveal the continuing influence of Westcott and Hort’s Greek 
New Testament upon, not only the various UBSGNT editions, but many 
other critical editions as well.! In consideration of this, it is appropriate 
to evaluate the development of the individual UBSGNT editions with 
reference to their partner text, the Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum 
Graece. 


The First Edition of the UBSGNT (UBSGNT') 

Work began on the United Bible Societies’ first edition of the Greek 
New Testament in 1955. The editorial committee consisted of Kurt Aland 
(University of Miinster, West Germany), Matthew Black (St Mary’s 


Markham does state that ‘In preparing this new edition, the committee based its work 
on the Westcott-Hort text since it was the pinnacle of 19th century textual criticism 
and has never really been superseded’: R.P. Markham, ‘The Bible Societies’ Greek 
Testament: The End of a Decade or Beginning of an Era’, BT 17 (1966), p. 109. 
Black states that ‘The resultant text is not a revolutionary departure, but substantially 
the Westcott/Hort type of text’: M. Black, ‘The Greek New Testament’, SJT 19 
(1966), p. 487. 

106. One point of exception should be added. It is interesting to note the Alands’ 
statement, directly in contrast to the above remarks made by their fellow UBSGNT 
committee members, concerning Westcott and Hort, and the UBSGNT®: ‘[T]he edi- 
torial committee (or more precisely its majority) decided to abandon the theories of 
Westcott-Hort and the “Western non-interpolations”’: K. and B. Aland, The Text of 
the New Testament, p. 33. Being that the text of the UBSGNT* remains essentially 
that of the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT*". (see p. 1* in UBSGNT?, and p. x in 
UBSGNT?*°. where only punctuation of the text is said to be modified), one can 
assume with some degree of certainty that the UBSGNT*“ text is influenced by 
Westcott-Hort to the same extent as its similar UBSGNT?® text. Clearly there is a dis- 
crepancy of opinion between the Alands and their fellow committee members. 
Despite the assertions made by other UBSGNT editorial members pertaining to 
Westcott and Hort, it appears evident that the Alands strongly wish to dissociate their 
work from that of Westcott and Hort. See further statements to this effect made by 
Birdsall who likewise asserts that, ‘The Alands on the other hand seem possessed by 
an intense antagonism to Westcott and Hort, and a desire to emphasize the total dif- 
ference between themselves and these past scholars’: Birdsall, ‘The Recent History’, 
p. 176. Epp also notices the Alands’ antagonism in regard to Westcott and Hort, 
however in relation to the Nestle-Aland editions. See E.J. Epp, ‘New Testament 
Textual Criticism Past, Present, and Future: Reflections on the Alands’ Text of the 
New Testament’, HTR 82 (1989), pp. 221-22, esp. note 21. For a discussion 
regarding specific textual disagreements between UBSGNT committee members and 
the use of dissentient notes in Metzger’s 1971 Textual Commentary, see Elliott, 
‘Textual Commentary’, pp. 132-36. 
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College, University of St Andrews, Scotland), Bruce M. Metzger 
(Princeton Theological Seminary), Allen Wikgren (University of Chicago), 
and, in the first four years of the endeavor, Arthur Védbus (Chicago 
Lutheran Theological Seminary). This effort marked the involvement of 
five Bible societies who desired to: (1) produce an edition of the Greek 
New Testament that reflected twentieth-century textual scholarship, 
(2) make use of the ever-increasing number of new manuscripts (more 
specifically the Bodmer papyri), and (3) provide Bible translators and 
missionaries with a Greek New Testament that would assist them in their 
task. This ecumenical cooperation between international and inter- 
denominational organizations initially involved the American Bible 
Society, the National Bible Society of Scotland, and the Wiirttemberg 
Bible Society. They were later joined by the British and Foreign Bible 
Society, and the Netherlands Bible Society. These five groups were 
officially called the United Bible Societies, and functioned under the 
influence and guidance of the linguist and translation-theorist Eugene A. 
Nida. Also involved in the project was the Institute for New Testament 
Textual Research at Miinster, the Greek Lectionary Project at Chicago, 
and an advisory board of 43 scholars. As a result of efforts by these 
people and groups, in May 1966, the United Bible Societies’ first Greek 
New Testament was published. 

The primary aim of this first edition and, consequently, its subsequent 
editions was to provide translators with the nearest text to the auto- 
graphs believed to be available at present. On p. vii of the UBSGNT", 
the editors write: 


Since this edition is intended primarily for translators it is not to be 
regarded as in competition with other modern editions, e.g. the continuing 
Nestle-Aland editions, which provide a more restricted selection of data 
from witnesses on a much wider range of variant readings. 


One can conclude from this quotation that the edition is intended pri- 
marily for translators. It is also apparent that the UBSGNT records fewer 
variants, although these variants have much fuller manuscript citations 
than compared to the Nestle-Aland editions. The main critical apparatus 
of the UBSGNT' cites approximately 1400 passages, whereas the 
Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece cites closer to 10,000. This 
averages out to 1.6 variants per page in the UBSGNT", and 20 variants 
per page in the Nestle-Aland editions. 

As L.A. Moir indicates, the UBSGNT' holds to the historical and tradi- 
tional standards of textual criticism: ‘It is clear that even in those places 
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where the editors have detected uncertainty as to the reading by publish- 
ing the apparatus, their discussions have not led them to any radical 
departures from the lines which have established themselves in the past 
century.’!°7 Westcott and Hort’s text is closely supported, while its 
views are upheld. Again, Moir states: ‘Even if recent discoveries have 
tended to vindicate WH views to some extent and even if there is no 
slavish following of WH, it is still of interest to note that in Mark some 
two-thirds of the C and D readings adopted in the text are already those 
of WH’. !°8 

In comparison with other Greek editions of its day, the UBSGNT' has 
several distinct features: (1) for the first time in the history of 
Christendom, an edition of the Greek New Testament was produced by 
an international committee; (2) there was an extensive inclusion and 
citation of readings as they appeared in many known manuscripts, ver- 
sions, and Patristic authors not previously cited in other Greek editions; 
(3) somewhat similar to Bengel’s 1734 Greek edition, the UBSGNT edi- 
tors included a letter-rating system that indicated the committee’s judg- 
ment on the certainty of the ascribed reading selected in the UBSGNT 
text; and (4) a special apparatus provided information concerning more 
than six hundred differences in punctuation. Since the early Greek 
manuscripts of the New Testament contain very little punctuation, edi- 
tors must supply them, and in these six hundred references a systematic 
attempt was made to provide meaningful alternative punctuation. 

Upon publication of the UBSGNT", several future intentions were 
already made known to the wider academic community. These included 
plans for Metzger to begin production of his supplemental textual com- 
mentary and the ensuing development of a common text between forth- 
coming UBSGNT and Nestle-Aland editions. We finally note several of 
the more technical aspects that were present in the UBSGNT', such as 
its eleven-point Porson font, verse divisions based on the Nestle-Aland”> 
(with a few exceptions, these divisions are identical to those first intro- 
duced by Stephanus in his 1551 edition of the Greek New Testament), 
and its incredibly low price of US $1.39. The UBSGNT is also the first 
critical Greek text to be typeset in the United States. It was composed 
by the firm of Maurice Jacobs, Inc., of Philadelphia, and was printed by 
the Wiirttemberg Bible Society of Stuttgart, West Germany. Moir sum- 
marizes the situation regarding the UBSGNT!: 


107. Moir, ‘Greek New Testament’, p. 141. 
108. Moir, ‘Greek New Testament’, p. 141. 
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The preface to UGT [UBSGNT] contains the promise that ‘it is the inten- 
tion of the Committee from time to time to revise its work in order to take 
into account new discoveries and fresh evidence... This edition of the 
Greek New Testament is in no sense final, but merely representative of a 
significant stage in New Testament Studies.’ In that case the Committee or 
its successor must already be kept in being and be active. This kind of 
work cannot be done in a day. It is essential therefore that cumulative sup- 
plementation giving place to a full revision within twenty years must be 
written into the plan of work to preserve both it and the translation world 
from stagnation. We accept then that the volume carries with it the seeds 
of its own destruction and can only hope that in due course it will give 
place to an even nobler phoenix. 


The Second Edition of the UBSGNT (UBSGNT7) 

The second edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament 
was published in 1968. However, at the time of publication of this 
second edition it was apparent from statements made in it, and also 
statements made in the earlier UBSGNT", that it was not to be the last 
edition. The UBSGNT” added to the editorial committee Carlo M. Martini, 
of the Pontifical Biblical Institute in Rome. The Pontifical Biblical 
Institute was also included in the project, along with the previously men- 
tioned Bible societies. Although the Institute for New Testament Textual 
Research at Miinster is mentioned in the UBSGNT!, in the UBSGNT? it 
received official recognition by being mentioned upon the title page. 

The major changes that occurred within the UBSGNT” included the 
correction of typographical errors, forty-five alterations in the evaluation 
of evidence letter-ratings (A, B, C, D), five modifications of the text or 
punctuation, and eleven changes involving bracketed text. Single bracket 
text ‘[ ]’ denoted words which were regarded as having ‘dubious tex- 
tual validity’. Double brackets ‘[[ ]]’ were used to enclose passages that 
were regarded as later additions to the text, but had been retained due to 
their evident antiquity and textual tradition. 

The two years that elapsed between the use of the UBSGNT' and the 
UBSGNT” revealed scholars’ general thoughts on the escalating 
popularity of the UBSGNT tradition. As Elliott states: 


Worldwide interest has been expressed in this text and it is now frequently 
quoted and referred to. The editors have claimed that it is not their intention 


109. Moir, “Greek New Testament’, p. 139. See also p. vii of the preface to the 
UBSGNT!; and R.P. Markham and E.A. Nida, An Introduction to the Bible 
Societies’ Greek New Testament (New York: United Bible Societies, 1969), p. 26. 
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to supersede other modern editions. However, some reviewers seemed to 
welcome it as the leading Greek New Testament.!!° 


Elliott goes on to cite several further opinions pertaining to the 
UBSGNT. One reviewer in The Expository Times claimed that the new 
edition (already referring to the growing popularity of the UBSGNT") 
has ‘much to commend it, and it is probable that it will soon be widely 
accepted as the standard text for use by students of the New 
Testament’.!!! Moir likewise draws attention to this standardization of 
the UBSGNT and claims that ‘With its non-local origins and wide spon- 
sorship, it would seem that UGT [UBSGNT] is on the way to being the 
first candidate for this position [of standardization] as far as the New 
Testament is concerned.’!!? And finally, Haufe echoes these above sen- 
timents when he asserts that quite obviously this new edition (the 
UBSGNT) serves not essentially as a text-critical study but as a collabo- 
ration of a more quasi-ecumenical standard text.!!% 

Clearly, articles and individual comments revealed that the UBSGNT 
had won over many readers due to its full citation of manuscripts for 
each variant, its clear, concise presentation of data in the critical appara- 
tus, its letter-rating system for evaluating evidence, and its full, lucid 
Introduction. On the other hand, it was criticized for such things as its 
limited number of variants in comparison to Nestle-Aland’s 10,000 cita- 
tions, its inconsistency of the punctuation apparatus, its confusing and 
selective use of bracketed text, and its heavy reliance upon Westcott and 
Hort, and Codices Vaticanus (B03), Sinaiticus (801), and Alexandrinus 
(A02).!!4 


110. J.K. Elliott, “The United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament: An 
Evaluation’, NovT 15 (1973), p. 278. 

111. Author not cited, ‘Notes of Recent Exposition’, ExpTim 77 (1966), p. 353. 

112. Moir, ‘Greek New Testament’, p. 138. 

113. G. Haufe, ‘Neues Testament: The Greek New Testament; TLZ 92 (1967), 
column 513: ‘Ganz offensichtlich soll die neue Ausgabe nicht eigentlich der text- 
kritischen Forschung, sondern der Festlegung eines quasi Skumenischen 
Standardtextes dienen’. 

114. For these various points see review articles such as those by Elliott, ‘An 
Evaluation’, pp. 278-300; idem, ‘The Third Edition of the United Bible Societies’ 
Greek New Testament’, NovT 20 (1978), p. 243; and J.M. Ross, ‘The United Bible 
Societies’ Greek New Testament’, JBL 95 (1976), pp. 112-21. For a refutation of 
the criticism that the UBSGNT relies too heavily upon Codex Vaticanus and Codex 
Sinaiticus, see E.G. Edwards, ‘On Using the Textual Apparatus of the UBS Greek 
New Testament’, BT 28 (1977), pp. 141-42. 
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The Third Edition of the UBSGNT (UBSGNT*) 

The third edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament 
was published in 1975. It contained a more thorough revision of the 
Greek Text. More than 500 changes were introduced into the UBSGNT?, 
the majority of these involving the addition of brackets and bracketed 
text. Many of these changes were brought about in order to bring future 
UBSGNT and Nestle-Aland texts into agreement and commonality, thus 
enabling the establishment of one single text between the two. However, 
this mutual editing was not to change the individual goals of each 
edition. 

Numerous minor errors in the previous text and apparatus were also 
corrected, as well as several alterations in the evaluation of evidence 
letter-ratings. Modifications to the punctuation apparatus took place as 
well, but these consisted of negligible adjustments and corrections. The 
standards for the inclusion of Old Testament quotations were also made 
more rigid by the elimination of highlighting of all allusions or literary 
echoes. This resulted in fewer explicitly recorded Old Testament refer- 
ences. In the Introduction of the UBSGNT? more witnesses were added 
to the lists of manuscripts, yet only a few of these new additions were 
actually cited in the critical apparatus in support of variants (only about 
50 of the 250 newly listed manuscripts appear in the critical apparatus). 
No new sets of variant units were added in the UBSGNT°, although 
some minor modifications were made to a small and select number of 
individual variant options contained within their broader variant units.' 
Due to the numerous corrections in the UBSGNT°, it tended to be more 
reliable, and had a higher degree of accuracy when compared to the 
previous UBSGNT editions. 

Upon the publication of the UBSGNT%, criticism was once again 
raised in regard to bracketed text. It seemed that the use of these brack- 
ets still remained confusing to most. In the previous editions, bracketed 
text denoted words, or parts of words, whose presence in the original 
autographs was disputed. However, in the UBSGNT’, the brackets were 
also used to enclose words whose position in the text was of question. 


115. In the UBSGNT, the term ‘variant unit’ is used simply to designate any par- 
ticular biblical passage and its given variant options or readings where a textual 
choice must be made. For a detailed discussion and further clarification of this mis- 
takenly ‘simple’ term, along with other foundational definitions used by textual crit- 
ics, see Epp, ‘Toward the Clarification of the Term “Textual Variant”’, in Epp and 
Fee, Studies in the Theory, pp. 47-61; and Fee, ‘On the Types’, pp. 62-79. 
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Other changes such as the substitution of one word for another of a 
previous edition, alterations in the tense, mood, voice and person of a 
verb, and punctuation and orthographic modifications caused question- 
ing among textual scholars.!!° 

Elliott describes perhaps the most significant alteration that occurred 
in the UBSGNT?: 


UBS 3rd edn is presented as a less confident text. The editors have occa- 
sionally downgraded the printed text where variants are shown by reduc- 
ing the rating. A former ‘C’ rating now sometimes appears as ‘D’, and 
occasionally an ‘A’ in UBS 2nd edn now appears as ‘B’ or a ‘B’ as ‘C’. 
Irrational as this rating system is in its application and unnecessary as it 
appears to many critics, it is significant for revealing to us the editors’ 
increasing (and understandable) diffidence in printing many variants as the 
original text.!!7 


The general scholarly consensus placed the UBSGNT® closer than previ- 
ous UBSGNT editions to the text presented by Westcott and Hort.'!® 
Again, Elliott states that the UBSGNT? is a ‘safer’ text compared to the 
UBSGNT' and the UBSGNT?, because many more of the readings are 
supported by Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus. Several other 
changes that took place in this edition included the lengthening of the 
bibliography over previous editions, the pericope in John 7.53-8.11 
being taken from the end of the Gospel and placed in its traditional loca- 
tion,'!? and allusions to a fourth edition being expressed. The UBSGNT* 
also states that this future fourth edition will include a thorough revision 
of its textual apparatus with special emphasis upon evidence from 
ancient versions, the Diatessaron, and the Church Fathers. 


The Third Corrected Edition of the UBSGNT (UBSGNT*°"" ) 

The United Bible Societies’ Third Corrected Edition was published in 
1983. Due to fresh collations of manuscript evidence present in the 
Nestle-Aland®, the citation of evidence in the UBSGNT® was corrected. 


116. For these various points, see review articles such as those by Elliott, ‘The 
Third Edition’, pp. 255-67; and idem, ‘A Short Examination’, pp. 136-37. 

117. Elliott, ‘A Short Examination’, p. 137. 

118. See the various comments and references to this effect in nn. 101-108, and 
esp. n. 105 of this chapter. 

119. Metzger notes that in the UBSGNT>°°™ the ascribing of an A rating to this 
passage concerning the pericope of the adulteress is incorrectly applied to the inclu- 
sion of this variant into the New Testament text, instead of to its absence. See 
Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 280. 
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This was done to conform to the Nestle-Aland textual apparatus (the 
modifications in the UBSGNT? were designed to bring mutuality 
between the Nestle-Aland text rather than the apparatus). The punctua- 
tion apparatus was also altered to conform to Nestle-Aland?®. Over half 
of the total number of pages in this corrected UBSGNT edition had at 
least one alteration. 

In the UBSGNT?, Old Testament allusions and verbal parallels were 
no longer explicitly recorded, whereas in the UBSGNT*°°™ they were 
provided in list form at the back of the volume. The actual text, variant 
units, and letter-ratings were not changed and remained identical to the 
UBSGNT®. The UBSGNT**"™ was to act as an interim text between the 
UBSGNT? and the UBSGNT*. 


The Fourth Edition of the UBSGNT (UBSGNT*) 

The most recent edition of the UBSGNT was published in 1993. Jan 
deWaard replaced Eugene Nida in representing the entire committee and 
the United Bible Societies. In replacement of the retiring Black and 
Wikgren, Barbara Aland and Johannes Karavidopoulos were added to 
the editorial committee. If the third edition was characterized by Elliott 
as a more certain and safer text, then the UBSGNT* surpassed it to a 
radical degree.!° Changes to this edition consisted of: (1) a thorough 
revision of its textual apparatus rather than continuing to cite variants 
drawn from secondary (and often inaccurate) sources, and (2) an exten- 
sive review and new selection of variant units (keeping in mind that all 
four previous UBSGNT editions had very similar, and almost identical, 
variant passages cited in the textual apparatus). The intention was to pro- 
vide an apparatus where the most important international translations of 
the New Testament were represented, and their notes regarding textual 
variants, or even differences in translation and interpretation, were 
recorded. Other more significant variants were also included. This 
resulted in the elimination of a large number of variant units where read- 
ings were thought to be of minor significance for translators and other 
readers or were only concerned with the smallest textual variations, and 
the inclusion of others having a greater importance for the reader’s 
understanding of the history of the text and exegesis. Based upon these 
somewhat vaguely stated considerations, 284 new variants were 


120. For this reference to a ‘safer’ text, see once again n. 105. 
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included, while 273 variants previously listed in other editions were 
removed.!?! 

A redefinition of the various letter-rating levels (A, B, C, D) in the 
evaluation of evidence also occurred. This redefinition modified their 
relative degrees of certainty. Therefore, all 1437 sets of variants cited in 
the apparatus were reconsidered as to their letter-rating. In consideration 
of the new definitions, a 3-level, rather than a 4-level classification, 
would seem more appropriate as D letter-ratings are essentially non- 
existent in the UBSGNT*.!*? 

The punctuation apparatus, now referred to as ‘The Discourse 
Segmentation Apparatus’, was also revised in order to be of greater use- 
fulness for translators. It no longer indicates all the punctuation marks 
found in representative modern translations. Instead, only major and 
minor divisions that influence the interpretation of the text as well as 
sentence and paragraph structure are considered, thus revealing a more 
selective incorporation of data into the apparatus. Minor differences such 
as stylistic considerations, rather than semantic considerations, have been 
omitted. It was also felt that the punctuation apparatus of the earlier 
UBSGNT editions, while useful, needed to be further revised because it 
was inadequate in that it did not take into account discourse segmenta- 
tion above the clause and sentence level.'” The number of Greek texts 
and modern translations used for comparison is greater, while abbrevia- 
tions have been employed to identify particular segments (such as ‘MS’ 
for major section, and ‘SP’ for sub-paragraph).!*4 Aside from punctua- 
tion, the text itself remains unchanged from the UBSGNT? and the 
UBSGNT*°™, and is the same as the Nestle-Aland?©?7 125 


121. Chapter 2, Section 2 will present an evaluation of this aspect of the 
UBSGNT* revisions. 

122. This entire facet of the textual apparatus will be discussed in Chapter 2. 

123. For this point, see H.P. Scanlin, ‘Review Symposium of GNT*’, BT 45 
(1994), p. 349. 

124. For these points, see pp. 39*-45* of the UBSGNT*“ and M. Silva, ‘Review 
Symposium of GNT*’, BT 45 (1994), pp. 349-50. For further discussion regarding 
the new UBSGNT* Discourse Segmentation Apparatus, see J.K. Elliott, ‘The New 
Testament in Greek: Two New Editions’, TLZ 119 (1994), p. 493; and idem, ‘The 
Fourth Edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament’, TRev 90 
(1994), cols. 9-10. 

125. With all the changes in variants, it seems likely that the text of the UBSGNT* 
would differ from that of the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT>°-. Yet this is not the 
case. The only modification comes in the inclusion or exclusion of variants that were 
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The underlying principles of this most recent edition were established 
by the committee in 1981. At that time decisions regarding eliminations 
and inclusions in the apparatus of variant readings, reconsideration of the 
letter-ratings, and guidelines for witnesses to be included in the apparatus 
were discussed and established. Careful consideration was given to the 
selection of individual witnesses within each group of manuscripts. This 
was done in order to reflect the character of the textual tradition and to 
exclude elements of uncertainty. Manuscripts were recollated and 
checked from photocopies or films, and versions from the standard edi- 
tions of the texts or manuscripts. This new selection of manuscripts was 
based upon verifiable tests of the entire Greek manuscript tradition con- 
ducted at the Institute for New Testament Textual Research at Miinster. 

The use of single brackets within the Greek text was again modified 
to show that the enclosed word, words, or parts of words may be 
regarded as the original text. However, present textual scholarship 
cannot prove this with complete certainty. All such passages have been 
accorded a C letter-rating in the critical apparatus. If the variant is of 
minor grammatical significance with no appreciable bearing upon trans- 
lation, it is not noted in the apparatus. However, the number of these 
bracketed passages has been considerably increased in the UBSGNT*. 
The explanation and use of double brackets remains consistent.'7° 

Three concluding remarks should be made. The number of passages 


previously consulted in order to establish the text of earlier editions. Although a large 
number of variants have been dropped in the UBSGNT“, the text represented by 
these excluded variants has not changed from the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT*- 
where these variants were included. In other words, the UBSGNT* text continues to 
represent the choices made for variants in the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT?*°°: regard- 
less of these variants having been excluded in the UBSGNT*. Likewise, the addition 
of new variants into the UBSGNT* has not altered the text. Instead, variants which 
were earlier examined to determine the text for previous editions, although not 
included in the apparatus of these particular editions, have now been newly included 
in the UBSGNT*. The text represented by a particular variant may be included in the 
UBSGNT editions even though the variant itself is not included in the critical appara- 
tus. See Chapter 2, Section 2 for further clarification of this point. 

126. Compare the much revised statement regarding bracketed text, located on 
p. 2* of the UBSGNT“, with statements made regarding bracketed text in earlier 
UBSGNT editions such as p. xii of the UBSGNT*°°™.. Silva rightly points out that 
although we are now informed that all such bracketed passages receive a C rating, we 
are still not told how they differ in degree of certainty from other C rated passages 
that are not bracketed. See Silva, ‘Symposium’, p. 351. For a brief discussion of 
bracketed text in the UBSGNT“, see Elliott, ‘The Fourth Edition’, col. 12. 
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within the textual apparatus (1438) remains similar to previous editions. 
There is a change in font that most reviewers seem to dislike. Because 
the font is lighter and somewhat italicized, it is more difficult to read 
than the font of previous editions. Lastly, similar to the very first 
UBSGNT edition, the methodology of Westcott and Hort remains the 
underlying foundation of this most recent edition.'?’ 


A Brief Comparison of the UBSGNT and the Nestle-Aland Editions'*8 
The above discussion concerning the various editions of the UBSGNT 
clearly reveals the impact of the Nestle-Aland versions upon the 
UBSGNT, especially the later editions. In consideration of this, a brief 
discussion and history of the Nestle-Aland text is appropriate. 

Eberhard Nestle (1851-1913) published his first edition of the Novum 
Testamentum Graece in 1898, under the auspices of the Wiirttemberg 
Bible Society in Stuttgart, Germany. What Nestle did was to establish a 
majority consensus text based upon three editions. He compared the 
texts of Tischendorf and of Westcott and Hort. When these two did not 
agree, he consulted a third text (he first used Richard Francis 
Weymouth’s second edition published in 1892, and after 1901, he used 
Bernhard Weiss’s 1894-1900 edition).!2 Thus whenever a consensus of 
two texts was established, that was the text Nestle accepted. The reading 
of the third differing text was included in an apparatus, and, therefore, 
the reader was able to reconstruct the texts of each of the editions used 
by Nestle. As Aland states, ‘this purely mechanical system of a majority 
text summarized the results of nineteenth-century textual scholarship’ .!°° 

1927 marked the publication of the thirteenth edition of the Nestle 
text. Eberhard Nestle’s son, Erwin Nestle (1883-1972), was responsible 
for this most recent and important edition. Under Erwin Nestle’s revi- 
sions, the thirteenth edition threw off its primitive format of 1898 and 


127. See S. Wong’s review of the UBSGNT* in Jian Dao 1 (1994), pp. 121-22; 
and Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, p. 10*. 

128. For this final section of Chapter 1, I have relied heavily upon K. Aland’s 
own evaluation and critique of his work upon the UBSGNT and the Nestle-Aland 
editions. Much of this information has been gathered from K. and B. Aland, The 
Text of the New Testament, pp. 11-47. For specific comparisons of the UBSGNT4 
and Nestle-Aland?’, see Elliott ‘Two New Editions’, pp. 493-96; idem, ‘The Fourth 
Edition’, cols. 9-20; and idem, ‘The Twentyseventh Edition of Nestle-Aland’s 
Novum Testamentum Graece’, TRev 90 (1994), cols. 19-24. 

129. K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, p. 19. 

130. K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, p. 20. 
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became the scholarly manual so desired by German New Testament 
scholars of the day. The revisions included a true critical apparatus based 
on actual manuscripts, versions, and Patristic writers. The readings of 
von Soden’s text were also added to the apparatus. 

Kurt Aland became involved with the work around 1950. His name 
was first mentioned as an associate in the 21st edition of 1952, and in 
the 22nd edition his name was recorded on the title page. Aland’s first 
task was to verify the data in the Nestle edition, and at the same time to 
re-examine the text in preparation for a new edition. 

In 1955, under the direction of the Translations Secretary, Eugene 
Nida, of the American Bible Society, a committee of international schol- 
ars was established, and was given the task of producing a Greek New 
Testament that specifically met the needs of Bible translators. Aland was 
one of the scholars invited to take part in this committee. However, with 
the full understanding of his colleagues, he continued to work on the 
new Nestle editions. Thus, Aland commenced work on two somewhat 
competing volumes. As both endeavors progressed, Aland continually 
influenced, and was influenced by, the committee. On the basis of the 
various suggestions and discussions that ensued as the various editions 
progressed and were revised, both became increasingly similar. 
Therefore, by the publication of the UBSGNT? (1975) and the Nestle- 
Aland?° (1979), a majority of the differences had been removed and one 
common text existed. In the preface to the UBSGNT?® (pp. viii-ix), the 
following statement is made concerning the two texts: 


In a series of meetings the Committee. .. undertook a thorough review of 
the text of the First Edition by carefully considering not only a number of 
suggestions made by specialists in the field of New Testament studies, but 
also numerous recommendations resulting from the experience of the 
members of the Committee as they worked with the text of the First 
Edition. The greater part of these suggestions for further modification 
came from Kurt Aland, who had been making a detailed analysis of 
changes proposed for the 26th edition of the Nestle-Aland text. A number 
of these were textual alterations which had not been previously discussed 
by the Committee in their work on the First Edition. As a result of the 
Committee’s discussions, more than five hundred changes have been 
introduced into this Third Edition. The Committee, sponsored by the 
United Bible Societies, has thus been able to establish a single text for the 
Third Edition Greek New Testament and for the 26th edition of the 
Nestle-Aland text. That this step marks a significant advance will be obvi- 
ous to all who work with the Greek text of the New Testament. At the 
same time the goals of both publications remain unchanged. The 26th 
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edition of the Nestle-Aland text will develop even further in the direction 
of [a] handy sized scientific edition through an extension and 
improvement of the critical apparatus, and this Greek New Testament 
{UBSGNT?] will continue to cite more extensive evidence for a more 
select number of variants. Though the arrangement and format of the two 
publications will be different, the texts will be the same, and both will be 
published under the editorship of the Committee. 


One final quotation, located on p. 1* of the UBSGNT* Introduction, 


reveals the following information concerning this common text: 


This edition reproduces the Greek text of the Third Edition (corrected) 
without change. Its text remains identical with that of Nestle-Aland in its 
26th edition, and also in its 27th edition which is in the final stages of 
preparation and offers the same text unchanged. 


In this way, the UBSGNT and the Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum 
Graece, originally two quite independent editions, approached a close 
degree of unity with regard to their text, or as Aland states, ‘more pre- 
However, there remain some differences 
between both texts in orthography, punctuation, paragraphing, and gen- 
eral format. The following table concisely lists some of the differences 


cisely, their wording’. 


131 


between the two editions. 


Differences between the UBSGNT and the Nestle-Aland Editions 


131 
132 


UBSGNT 


Originated in 1966. 

Lists a lower number of variants 
(1400 = 1.6/page). 

Lists almost completely full 
manuscript citations for each 
variant option. 


Divided into standard pericopes. 


Lacks both Eusebian canon 
numbers and chapter divi- 
sions. 132 


Nestle-Aland 


Originated in 1898. 

Lists a higher number of vari- 
ants (10,000 = 20/page). 

Lists briefly only major manu- 
scripts necessary to represent 
the variant option and make 
decisions regarding text. 

Not divided so much into peri- 
copes, but tends to replace 
these with original structural 
divisions of the text. 

Records Eusebian canon num- 
bers and chapter divisions tra- 
ditional in Greek New Testa- 
ment manuscripts. 


. K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, p. 33. 
. Eusebius of Caesarea developed a brilliant method that assisted one to locate 
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UBSGNT 


Includes a punctuation appara- 
tus. 

Intended primarily for transla- 
tors and New Testament stu- 
dents. 


Limited reference to parallel 
passages. 
Special purposes of UBSGNT 
make inclusion of historical edi- 
tions neither expected nor 
desirable. 


Evaluates evidence with A, B, 
C, D, letter-ratings. 

Punctuation of text in earlier edi- 
tions tended to follow English 
usage but UBSGNT*°™ adopts 
Nestle-Aland punctuation. 

Bold face identifies Old Testa- 
ment quotations 

Includes section headings. 


Some review comments indicate 
that the UBSGNT text acted as 
the standard of comparison over 
the Nestle-Aland text.!33 


Nestle-Aland 


Does not include a punctuation 
apparatus. 

Intended exclusively as a sci- 
entific pocket edition for use in 
universities and by New Testa- 
ment specialists. 

More extensive reference to 
parallel passages. 

Lists all textual differences 
between editions from Tischen- 
dorf to the present Nestle-Aland 
edition in an appendix provid- 
ing a survey of the New Testa- 
ment text over the last century. 
Contains no explicit evaluation 
of evidence. 

Punctuation of text tends to 
follow Greek usage. 


Italics identify Old Testament 
quotations. 

Does not include section head- 
ings. 

Nestle-Aland text seems to 
change more to reflect UBS- 
GNT rather than vice-versa. 


parallel passages in the Gospels. This method was found to be very useful to scribes 
and readers alike and, therefore, is recorded in many Greek Gospel manuscripts and 
versions. 

133. It is often stated that the Nestle-Aland2® edition adopted the text of the 
UBSGNT. Aland states that this misconstrues the facts, and indicates that the late 
publication of the Nestle-Aland text was due to the amount of time required for 
preparing its critical apparatus. See K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New 
Testament, p. 33, note 59. 


Chapter 2 


A STATISTICAL PRESENTATION OF THE UBSGNT 


In this chapter attention is now directed toward a detailed examination 
of the actual UBSGNT editions, with special reference to the UBSGNT*. 
The first task at hand is to reveal that there has been a great deal of 
change introduced to the UBSGNT* critical apparatus letter-ratings. The 
second goal is to explore various reasons why these remarkable changes 
might have occurred and if they are justifiable. Once this is determined, 
judgment can be made as to whether or not the editors have been too 
extreme in revising the ratings of textual variants, and/or inconsistent in 
their standards of variant ratings within the UBSGNT*. Prior to begin- 
ning this examination, a brief discussion outlining the use of the critical 
apparatus and variant letter-ratings will be presented. Familiarity of the 
critical apparatus and variant letter-ratings used within the UBSGNT is 
essential to understanding this second chapter. 

The study and process of textual criticism is best displayed in Greek 
editions of the New Testament through the use of a critical or textual 
apparatus. These apparatuses vary in form throughout the numerous 
Greek New Testament editions. However, they generally serve the same 
function, which is to provide information about different readings that 
are found in manuscripts and early translations, and, by means of the 
apparatus, supply the reader with the material necessary to make deci- 
sions concerning the text, its integrity, and its modification by manu- 
script transmission.! Elliott notes one further use of a textual apparatus: 

The apparatus often serves an editor as a useful safety valve. On many of 
those occasions when he is uncertain which variant to print as the original, 
an editor can enable his readers to share his dilemma by reproducing the 


evidence in the apparatus. Those readings designated by the grading letter 
D in the UBS text may be seen in this way.” 


1. See K. Junack, ‘The Reliability of the New Testament Text from the 
Perspective of Textual Criticism’, BT 29 (1978), p. 130. 
2. Elliott, “Recent Studies’, p. 41. 
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Particular textual apparatuses are usually explained in the introduction to 
the Greek edition in which they appear. Here, the reader can find an 
explanation as to how the apparatus functions, how the manuscripts are 
listed, and how to use any special features or footnoting procedures. The 
textual apparatus of obvious concern in this monograph is the one pre- 
sent in each of the UBSGNT editions, and again, especially that of the 
UBSGNT*. \ 

The UBSGNT notes textual variants by placing a small superscript 
number in the main body of text and at the end of the text in question. 
Mt. 17.26, as recorded in the UBSGNT“, will serve as an illustration. At 
the beginning of this passage the following can be observed: ‘eimdvtoc 
5é°...’. One should take note of the superscript number ‘6’. The number 
is used to indicate a textual variant at this point in the text. This specific 
number shows the reader that this is the sixth variant in Matthew 17. 
The same superscript number is found in the textual apparatus located 
directly under the text. Following this number in the apparatus, we find 
the verse reference in bold print. In this case it is verse 26. Again, this 
records the particular verse containing the textual variant. After the verse 
reference there is a letter placed in braces {B}. This letter is a special 
feature common only to the UBSGNT textual apparatus. It is called an 
‘Evaluation of Evidence Letter-Rating’. By the use of this letter, the 
editors of the UBSGNT*‘ provide the reader with the following infor- 
mation (see page 3* of the fourth edition for these specific categories): 


¢ The braced letter {A} indicates that the text is certain. 

¢ The braced letter {B} indicates that the text is almost certain. 

¢ — The braced letter {C} indicates that the editors had difficulty in 
deciding which variant to place in the text. 

¢ The braced letter {D} indicates that the editors had great dif- 
ficulty arriving at a decision. 


Taking these delineations into account, one can see that the editors find 
this text of Mt. 17.26 to be almost certain. Following the braced letter 
{B}, the Greek words eindvtoc 5€ occur. This indicates that all the 


3. Although this evaluation of evidence is common only to the UBSGNT, 
J.A. Bengel, in his New Testament Greek edition of 1734, utilized the same type of 
method to designate readings as superior to, equal to, or inferior to the readings 
printed in his text. See J.A. Bengel, Novum Testamentum Graecum (Tiibingen: 
George Cottae, 1734). For further discussion, see Junack, ‘Reliability’, p. 129; and 
Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, p. xxviii n. 10; and 1994, p. 14* n. 10. 
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manuscripts following these words have this particular reading as their 
text. Following these two Greek words, we are provided with a list of 
the particular manuscripts. The manuscripts are listed in the following 
order: papyri, uncials, minuscules, lectionaries, ancient versions, Greek 
Church Fathers, and lastly, Latin Church Fathers. Often special charac- 
ters such as brackets (), asterisks *, superscript numerals 7, and super- 
script letters ™SS are recorded with the manuscripts. These characters 
provide additional information pertaining to those manuscripts cited. A 
master list of symbols and abbreviations, located on pages 47*-52* of 
the UBSGNT*, explains each of these. A double slash ‘//’ follows the 
first group of manuscripts cited or listed. This symbol indicates the end 
of the first variant and the start of the next variant. Therefore, in 
Mt. 17.26 one can see six distinct variants for this passage alone. These 
variants are: 


i. einovtoc dé // 

einovtos 5€ tod Métpov // 

iii, A€yer adte@ 0 Tlétpog // 

iv. A€yer avdtd // 

v. 0 6€ €6n, ’An0 tv GAAOTpiOV. EimOvtOs dé // 

Vi. A€yer avTA O Tlétpoc, "Ano tOv GAAOTPLOV. ELMOVTOS 
8€ adtod // 


3 et: 


All six of these readings or variants together are called a variant unit. 
The UBSGNT always places the first variant occurring in a variant unit 
into the main body of the text. Therefore, the first variant eimdvtoc 5€ 
is the variant included in the text and also the variant given the {B} 
rating. Each variant listed in a variant unit follows the same format as 
just described (i.e. double slash //, followed by the particular variant 
reading in the Greek text and manuscript witnesses in the order of 
papyri, uncials, minuscules, lectionaries, ancient versions, Greek Church 
Fathers, and lastly, Latin Church Fathers). 

Several further points pertaining to the A, B, C, and D Evaluation of 
Evidence Letter-Ratings should be mentioned. This method of rating the 
text has received mixed reviews. Omanson indicates some further posi- 
tive reasons for the inclusion of these letter-ratings: ‘The purpose of this 
rating system is to help translators scattered around the world to have 
some idea of when they may more safely depart from the UBS text and 
when they should stay with it’. However, as J.M. Ross states, and as 


4. Omanson, ‘A Perspective’, p. 122. 
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will be explored below, this lettering system has been judged by some as 
inadequate: 
The attempt to indicate by the letters A B C and D the judgment of the edi- 
tors as to the probability of the printed text represents an important 
advance on all previous editions, but these markings do not turn out in 


practice to be as useful as they promised to be at first sight. The scale of 
four grades from A to D is over-subtle.> 


We now turn to the investigation of the actual UBSGNT editions. The 
Statistics, charts, and explanations that follow can be categorized into 
four main sections. The first section presents the type or level of variant 
letter-ratings (A, B, C, or D) and the number of variant letter-ratings that 
appear throughout each edition of the UBSGNT and each biblical book. 
This is followed by an analysis of the letter-ratings using a statistical tool 
called a Chi-square. Finally, this first section provides a summary of all 
the biblical books, revealing the successive modifications made to these 
ratings and, consequently, enabling one to observe the ascending, des- 
cending, or static level of variant letter-ratings as they occur in each 
biblical book and each UBSGNT edition. The second section elaborates 
further on the information gleaned from the first section by providing 
statistics that more accurately reflect the exact nature and type of 
modifications made to the UBSGNT“ letter-ratings. A second Chi-square 
Statistic is used here as well. The third section develops categories and 
trends based on the type of rating changes made throughout all the 
UBSGNT editions together. A comparison of the number of times these 
categories appear in each biblical book, and a presentation of these cate- 
gories as grand totals, completes this section. The fourth and final sec- 
tion of this second chapter begins to explore answers to the all-important 
question—why have these changes occurred? Here, variants are dealt 
with in a more specific manner. Detailed manuscript evidence and cita- 
tions are charted as they occur in selected variant passages within por- 
tions of the UBSGNT*; percentage statistics are provided in order to 
exhibit primary manuscripts and their groupings in reference to the 
letter-ratings given for variants; and a discussion concerning the various 
levels of letter-rating and how they are defined in each UBSGNT edition 
constitutes the last area of investigation. Each section is based upon data 
that are too detailed to present in the main body of this chapter. 
Therefore, they have been included in the final appendices. These 


5. Ross, ‘The United Bible’, p. 117. 
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appendices can be consulted for additional information that is often more 
detailed and more precise than that given in the content of this chapter. 
The following section, containing various statistics and charts, begins 
with a thorough explanation. When appropriate, specific examples are 
used within each section in order to furnish further clarification. A con- 
cluding summary follows each of the four sections and serves to repre- 
sent the overall thrust of the statistical survey. 


1. Analysis of Variant Letter-Ratings (A, B, C, D) within 
Each UBSGNT Edition and within Each Biblical Book 


The information provided here is designed to reveal that the UBSGNT* 
has introduced an extensive change to the critical apparatus letter-ratings 
for many variants, especially when seen in the light of earlier editions. 
The data represent an analysis based upon the charts of Appendix I and 
Appendix II. This first section of Chapter 2 is divided into a number of 
further areas of investigation. The first area, consisting of two charts, 
focuses predominantly upon letter-rating correlations and statistics. The 
second area, consisting of one chart, makes use of the Chi-square statis- 
tic, while the third area presents each book in its normal canonical order 
and provides a summarizing paragraph detailing the specific trend of 
each book. 

Charts 1 and 2 are relatively simple to understand. In the first chart, 
each UBSGNT edition is listed as a vertical column. Under each edition 
the four possible variant ratings (A, B, C, D) are given; also listed are the 
totals (Tot.), which record the total number of letter-rated variants that 
occur in each particular book and edition, (A + B + C+ D= Tot.). Each 
biblical book is listed as one horizontal row. The numbers appearing 
under each letter-rating and in line with each book represent the number 
of times a particular rating occurs within a given book and given edition. 
The horizontal row, entitled ‘Overall Totals’ , performs two tasks: (1) it 
tallies the total number of times each specific letter-rating (A, B, C, or D) 
occurs in each edition, and (2) it tallies the total number of all letter-rated 
variants present in each edition.® The final horizontal row, entitled 


6. The ‘Overall Totals’ figures are based upon variants that have a letter-rating. 
Variants without the A, B, C, or D letter-rating are not calculated. This is one expla- 
nation for the difference between these totals and other totals given for UBSGNT 
editions. Section 3, notes 39-42, also provides further explanation concerning a 
number of these discrepancies. 
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‘Overall Percentage’, simply breaks down the ‘Overall Totals’ row 
into percentages. For example, in the UBSGNT" there is an overall total 
of 136 A rated variants, therefore constituting 9 percent of all rated vari- 
ants in this edition (136 + 1446 = 9.4%). There is an overall total of 486 
B rated variants, therefore constituting 34 percent of all rated variants in 
this edition (486 + 1446 = 33.6%), etc. The second chart is similar to the 
first, except that it changes all figures into percentages. Percentage 
statistics are calculated by dividing the number of times any one variant 
rating occurs by the number of total variants in each particular book and 
edition, again represented by the total column (Tot.). In other words, the 
total column indicates the total number of rated variants that the per- 
centage figures are based upon. The percentage calculations display each 
variant rating (A, B, C, or D) in relationship to the other three ratings.” 

Using the Gospel of Matthew as an example, one can better compre- 
hend how both charts function. In the UBSGNT' the A letter-rating 
occurs 8 times (Chart 1) making up only 4 percent of the total number 
of rated variants (8 + 185 = 4.3%; Chart 2). B occurs 76 times in the 
first edition (Chart 1) amounting to 41 percent of the total number of 
variants (76 + 185 = 41%; Chart 2). C occurs 93 times (Chart 1), consti- 
tuting 50 percent of the total number of variants (93 + 185 = 50.2%; 
Chart 2). D occurs 8 times (Chart 1) amounting to 4 percent of the total 
number of variants (8 + 185 = 4.3%; Chart 2). The total number of 
variants listed in the total column is 185 (8[A]+76[B] + 93[C] + 8[D] = 
185 total variants). The UBSGNT" is then followed by the other editions. 
By examining each UBSGNT edition in relationship to the others, one is 
clearly able to evaluate the changes that result in the Gospel of Matthew 
and subsequent books. 


7. The percentage calculations are rounded off to the nearest whole number 
based upon the first decimal figure. 


Analysis of Variant Letter-Ratings (A, B, C, D) within Each UBSGNT Edition 
and within Each Biblical Book—Chart I 


Biblical Ist Edition Variants 2nd Edition Variants 3rd Edition Variants 3rd Corrected Edition 4th Edition Variants 
Book (UBSGNT2) (UBSGNT?3) i . (UBSGNT*) 

B CC D B C D : BC : : B C_ OD Tot. 
Matthew 10 73 53 1 &I61 
Mark 8 50 45 1 142 
Luke 26 78 44 O 167 
John 9 65 42 1 154 
Acts 20 81 42 1 198 
Romans 3 6 21 22 #1 8 
J Corinthians 6 7 22 14 +#«1 «+60 
2 Corinthians 5 6 18 10 0 40 
Galatians 5 5 4 5 5 5 3 9 O 28 
Ephesians 8 9 3 9 3 9 12 8 O 35 
Philippians 7 7 1 9 6 1 9 6 7 4 0 21 
Colossians 11 ll 5 5 il § 5 WU 12 8 O 28 
1 Thessalonians 4 4 0 4 5 0O 4 5 3 3 O I5 
2 Thessalonians 7 7 O 2 7 =O 2-7 3 2 0 8 
1 Timothy 4 4 0 5 4 90 5 4 2 2 0 #19 
2 Timothy 6 6 0 2 6 O 2 6 5 1 0 8 
Titus 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 4 
Philemon 2 2 O 2 2 #0 2.2. 3 0 0 5 
Hebrews ‘0 19 #5 122 #19 5 12. «19 122 12 O 44 
James 6 4 7 7 3 7 7 12 4 0 23 
1 Peter 15 2 10 14 2 10 14 9 8 O 37 
2 Peter 10 6 4 10 6 4 10 8 7 1 24 
1 John 9 2 12 8 3 12. 8 8 5 0 32 
2 John 2 =O 4 2 0 4 2 2 0 0 6 
3 John 2 #0 1 2 O 1 2 1 0 0 2 
Jude 3 1 2 3 «1 2 3 0 0 0 13 

725 = 14 (71 6 rn 1471 30 1 


Overall Percent 4 3449 8 ca 9 34 48 9 oo 5 33 48 10 Hy 9 33 48 10 100| 36 38 


8 Here in the UBSGNT3°T., the letter-rating for the first variant at Acts 5.32 is mistakenly left out of the edition. This variant should 
most likely be regarded as a C rated passage. All percentage figures have been either rounded up, or rounded down to the nearest whole number. 
This is based upon the numerical value of the first decimal place. 


Biblical 
Book 


Matthew 
Mark 

Luke 

John 

Acts 

Romans 

1 Corinthians 
2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 

I Thessalonians 
2 Thessalonians 
1 Timothy 

2 Timothy 
Titus 
Philemon 
Hebrews 
James 

1 Peter 
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and within Each Biblical Book Viewed as Percentages —Chart 2 


Ist Edition Variants 
(UBSGNT!) 
AB C_ OD Tot. 


4% 
29% 
4% 
17% 
5% 
13% 
12% 
0% 
5% 
0% 
0% 
5% 
18% 
0% 
18% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
5% 
6% 
4% 
0% 
8% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

1% 


41% 50% 
32% 35% 
27% 55% 
33% 44% 
40% 45% 
39% 46% 
27% 51% 
26% 56% 
55% 23% 
52% 35% 
50% 44% 
23% 50% 
45% 36% 
22% 78% 
45% 36% 
25% 75% 
50% 50% 
50% 50% 
29% 53% 
33% 39% 
32% 571% 
20% 50% 
44% 40% 
50% 50% 
33% 67% 
33% 50% 
15% 78% 


4% 
5% 
15% 
S% 
10% 
2% 
10% 
18% 
18% 
13% 
6% 
23% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
13% 
22% 
7% 
30% 
8% 
0% 
0% 
17% 
3% 


185 


2nd Edition Variants 


A 
5% 


170 (25% 


177 
172 


92 


4% 
16% 
6% 
13% 
14% 
0% 
5% 
0% 
0% 
5% 
18% 
0% 
18% 


1% 


(UBSGNT?) 
BC D 


41% 49% 5% 
35% 35% S% 
27% S5% 15% 
34% 45% S% 
40% 44% 10% 
37% 46% 3% 
24% 53% 10% 
18% 68% 15% 
55% 23% 18% 
48% 39% 13% 
50% 44% 6% 
23% 50% 23% 
45% 36% 0% 
22% 78% 0% 
45% 36% 0% 
25% 75% 0% 
50% 50% 0% 
50% 50% 0% 
32% 50% 13% 
39% 33% 22% 
36% 54% 7% 
20% 50% 30% 
48% 36% 8% 
67% 33% 0% 
33% 67% 0% 


Tot. 
185 


3rd Edition Variants 
(UBSGNT?) 


A BC 
5% 37% 51% 


170 (24% 35% 34% 


177 


33% 50% 171% 6 


15% 78% 5% 
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4% 25% 36% 
16% 32% 45% 
6% 40% 44% 
11% 32% 42% 
14% 24% 51% 
0% 18% 65% 


D 


7% 
8% 
14% 
T% 
11% 
6% 
12% 
18% 


5% 50% 23% 23% 


0% 48% 39% 
0% 56% 38% 


13% 
6% 


5% 23% 50% 23% 


18% 36% 45% 
0% 22% 718% 
18% 45% 36% 
0% 25% 75% 


1% 15% 77% 


0% 


Tot. 
185 


3rd Corrected Edition 


Variants (UBSGNT >) 


A_B_C_OD Tot. 


5% 37% S1% 


170 \24% 35% 34% 


177 
172 


4% 25% 56% 
16% 32% 45% 
6% 40% 44% 
11% 32% 42% 
14% 24% 51% 
0% 18% 65% 
5% 50% 23% 
0% 48% 39% 
0% 56% 38% 
5% 23% 50% 
18% 36% 45% 
0% 22% 78% 
18% 45% 36% 
0% 25% 715% 
0% 50% 50% 
0% 50% 50% 
5% 32% 50% 
6% 39% 39% 
4% 37% 52% 
0% 20% 50% 
8% 48% 32% 
0% 67% 33% 
0% 33% 67% 
0% 33% 50% 
1% 15% 77% 


1% 
8% 
14% 
1% 
11% 
6% 
12% 
18% 
23% 
13% 
6% 
23% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
13% 
17% 
7% 
30% 
12% 
0% 
0% 
17% 
7% 


185 
170 
177 
172 


92 


4th Edition Variants 
(UBSGNT*) 
A BC _D Tot. 


21% 45% 33% 
32% 35% 32% 
27% 41% 26% 
30% 42% 27% 
37% 41% 21% 
48% 25% 26% 
38% 37% 23% 
30% 45% 25% 
57% 11% 32% 
43% 34% 23% 
48% 33% 19% 
29% 43% 29% 
60% 20% 20% 
38% 38% 25% 
79% 1% 11% 
25% 63% 13% 
50% 25% 25% 
40% 60% 0% 
45% 27% 27% 
30% 52% 17% 
54% 24% 22% 
33% 33% 29% 
59% 25% 16% 
67% 33% O% 
50% 50% 0% 
69% 0% 23% 
32% 42% 25% 


1% 
1% 
0% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
2% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
4% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
8% 
1% 


161 
142 
167 
154 
198 
85 
60 
40 


9. Again, all percentage figures have been either rounded up, or rounded down to the nearest whole number. This is based upon the 


numerical value of the first decimal place. 
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Chi-Square (x’) Statistics 
In many types of survey or research, as in this analysis of the UBSGNT 
letter-ratings, one may be interested in knowing whether scores have 
fallen in equal numbers into several categories (after allowing for the 
effects of mere chance). The Chi-square (x) statistic, which takes its 
name from the Greek letter Chi, can be used to reveal whether or not 
there is a fluctuation, discrepancy, or independence between observed 
numbers (also called frequencies) within various categories, and whether 
or not this fluctuation, discrepancy, or independence has occurred by 
chance. In other words, the Chi-square will measure whether there is a 
significant degree of fluctuation in the specific A, B, C, and D letter- 
rating totals within the UBSGNT editions, and whether this has occurred 
by mere chance. Although a brief examination of the previous chart 
reveals that there is a considerable fluctuation in the UBSGNT letter- 
ratings, the Chi-square statistic provides a more accurate and mechanical 
means of verifying this conclusion. Based upon the figures recorded in 
the previous chart, the following Chi-square table has been developed.!° 
The specific Chi-square test used here is called a Complex Chi-square 
because the table contains more than four cells. More specifically, it can 
be called a 4 x 5 Contingency Table consisting of twenty cells (also 
termed Cross Tabulation or Cross Classification Tables). The goal of 
such a table is to examine the relationship between the row and column 
variables (also called a measurement of association). The Chi-square 
statistic works by taking each of the obtained or observed frequencies in 
the cells (the non-italicized actual figures recorded for letter-ratings in 
the UBSGNT editions) and comparing these with each of the expected 
frequencies (the italicized figures one would expect to see based to some 
extent on the law of averages or patterns of distribution as revealed in 


10. This section will only briefly explain how the Chi-square statistic functions. 
For a more thorough presentation of this tool, one should consult Frances Clegg’s 
work entitled Simple Statistics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 
pp. 91-101, and 173-79. Other helpful works on Chi-square statistics, although 
varying in degrees of technicality, include R.L.D. Wright, Understanding Statistics 
(New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1976), pp. 429-35; C. Morris, Quantitative 
Approaches in Business Studies (London: Pitman Publishing, 3rd edn, 1993), 
pp. 205-10; and B.H. Erickson and T.A. Nosanchuck, Understanding Data 
(Philadelphia: Open University Press, 1985), pp. 247-63. 
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Chi-Square ( (y? ) Statistics for Variant Letter-Ratings (A, B, C, D) 
within Each UBSGNT Edition 


Col. I 
UBSGNT! 


Col. 2 Col. 3 
UBSGNT?_UBSGNT? 


Col. 4 
UBSGNB©r. 


Col. 5 
UBSGNT* 


Row 


Row 1 
A Rating 


136 
206.915 


130 
206.915 


126 
206.772 


126 
206.628 


514 
204.768 


Row 2 486 490 475 475 S41 2467 
B Rating | 494.631 494.631 494.289 493.947 489.500 
Row 3 702 701 700 699 367 3169 
C Rating | 635.381 635.381 634.942 634,503 628.790 
Row 4 122 125 144 144 9 544 


D Rating | 109.071 109.071 108.996 108.920 107.940 


Column Grand Total 


Total 7212 
Non-italicized Figures = Observed Frequencies x? = 843.048 
Italicized Figures = Expected Frequencies df = 12 


previous categories; or in this case, as revealed in previous UBSGNT edi- 
tions).'! To obtain the values which will be added together to get the x” 
figure, the difference between the observed and expected frequencies is 
found by subtracting the smaller figure from the larger figure for every 
cell in the table. The greater the differences are, the more the distribu- 
tions vary from each other. This number is then squared, and the value 
divided by the expected frequency for that particular cell.!? Once all 
figures in each cell have been calculated in this manner, they are added 


il. The expected frequency figures are calculated by taking the Row Total and 
Column Total that intersect at each given cell, multiplying these two numbers 
together, and then dividing this figure by the Grand Total figure. For example, the 
expected frequency figure provided at the Row 1 and Col. 1 intersection (206.915) is 
calculated by multiplying 1032 by 1446. This figure (1,492,272) is then divided by 
the grand total figure (7212) with the expected frequency coming to 206.915. The 
expected frequency figure provided at the Row 3 and Col. 4 intersection (634.503) is 
calculated by multiplying 3169 by 1444. This figure (4,576,036) is then divided by 
the grand total figure (7212) with the expected frequency coming to 634.503. 

12. For example, the difference between the figures recorded in Row 1 and 
Col. 1 is 70.915. This is obtained by subtracting 136 from 206.915. This figure is 
then squared (70.915? = 5028.937) and divided by the expected frequency for Row 
1 and Col. 1 (5028.937 + 206.915 = 24.304). The difference between the figures 
recorded in Row 2 and Col. | is 8.631. This is obtained by subtracting 486 from 
494.631. This figure is then squared (8.6312 = 74.494) and divided by the expected 
frequency for Row 1 and Col. 1 (74.494 + 494.631 = 0.150). 
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together to obtain the x? value.!* The Chi-square (x2) value for the 
above table is 843.048. Once again, the larger this value is, the more 
likely the distributions are to differ. However, the degree of difference 
required before the distributions can be considered really different must 
be determined through the employment of what is called the “Test of 
Statistical Significance and Difference’. First, the Degrees of Freedom 
(df) value must be calculated. This figure is determined by multiplying 
the number of rows in a given table minus 1 by the number of columns 
minus 1.'* Second, using the df figure (12), one must now refer to what 
is called a ‘Critical Values for Chi-square Table’ in order to see if there is 
a significant difference between the actual obtained frequencies and the 
expected frequencies. An excerpt from a Critical Values for Chi-square 
Table follows. The probability value at the top of each column refers to 
the likelihood of the values of Chi-square (x7) listed below being reached 
or exceeded merely by chance. The far left-hand column records the df 
figure.!> 


Critical Values of Chi-square (y*) 


Level of Significance and Probability Values 
dj 0.1 0.05 0.01 0,001 


1 2.706 3.841 6.635 10.83 
2 4.605 5.991 9.210 13.82 
3 6.251 7.815 11.34 16.27 
4 7.779 9.488 13.28 18.47 
5 9.236 11.07 15.09 20.52 
6 10.64 12.59 16.81 22.46 
7 12.02 14.07 18.48 24,32 
8 13.36 15.51 20.09 26.12 
9 14.68 16.92 21.67 27.88 
10 15.99 18.31 23.21 29.59 


13. The actual formula for the Chi-square calculation is x2 = £ (O - B)* +E. In 
this equation, E = the expected frequencies, O = the observed frequencies, and 2 = 
the sum of. 

14. Therefore, the df= (Rows — 1)(Columns — 1). According to our table, the df 
= 12: (4-1)(6-1) =3 x 4= 12. The df figure actually refers to how many items in a 
table one needs to know before the remainder are fixed, or, the number of categories 
in which frequencies of scores are merely the dependent variable. 

15. This is similar to other statistical tests where a specific chart or table often 
provides the mean figures upon which a comparison of data occurs. A Critical Values 
for Chi-square Table can be found in most text-books dealing with statistics. The 
following table is taken from Clegg, Simple Statistics, p. 175. For a more detailed 
table see Erickson and Nosanchuk, Understanding Data, p. 382. 
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Level of Significance and Probability Values 


0.1 0.05 0.01 0.001 
11 17.28 19.68 24.73 31.26 
12 18.55 21.03 26.22 32.91 
13 19.81 22.36 27.69 34,53 


When the appropriate df figure (12) is located in the left-hand margin of 
the above table, the probability values, reading horizontally from the df 
column, are found to be 18.55, 21.03, 26.22, and 32.91. Therefore, when 
the df = 12 the value of Chi-square (x) must be equal to or greater than 
18.55, 21.03, 26.22, or 32.91 in order for one to conclude that there is a 
significant divergence or fluctuation in the observed frequencies. The Chi- 
square value from the first table (x? = 843.048) exceeds these figures by 
a considerable degree (as is often the case when using the Chi-square 
statistic), therefore, one may conclude that the ratio of letter-rated vari- 
ants in the five UBSGNT editions varies substantially and that the spe- 
cific letter-rating categories for the UBSGNT were not being treated in a 
similar fashion from edition to edition. In other words, the Chi-square 
statistic has revealed a significant degree of fluctuation in the specific A, 
B, C, and D letter-rating totals within the UBSGNT editions, and because 
of the extent of variation observed, this has not occurred by mere chance. 

One must, however, be cautious in the interpretation of what consti- 
tutes ‘significant’ results. Unfortunately, even if one knows, from the 
calculated value of x”, that the letter-rating distributions differ from each 
other, the Chi-square test tells us nothing about where precisely in the 
table the crucial differences are to be found or why these differences 
exist. Although ‘eye-balling’ where the biggest discrepancies occur 
between the observed and expected frequencies reveals clues as to 
where divergent distributions lie, the data should be consulted directly in 
order to make firm conclusions. The test only tells us that the letter- 
rating numbers come from distributions having different shapes or totals. 
One has to decide how the shapes differ, and where the most substantial 
discrepancies lie by inspection of the actual data. 


Book Summaries 

Matthew summary. In the Gospel of Matthew the greatest change takes 
place in the UBSGNT*. Only minor deviations arise in the other editions. 
The UBSGNT' and UBSGNT® are congruent. The UBSGNT? and 
UBSGNT*°™ are identical.'® In the UBSGNT“*, A variants increase a 


16. As explained in Chapter 1, p. 63, and n. 125, this is due to the corrective 
nature of the UBSGNT?°°"-, whereby the editors sought to bring closer correlation 
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dramatic 16 percent (from approximately 9 in all earlier editions to 34 in 
the UBSGNT“).! B variants remain similar in all editions (the first four 
editions remain between 69-76, while the UBSGNT* contains 73). C 
variants drop considerably from an average of 50 percent to 33 percent 
(from between 91-94 in the four earlier editions to 53 in the UBSGNT"). 
Proportionately, D variants fall much lower as well (between 8-13 in all 
earlier editions to only 1 in the UBSGNT*). The overall number of total 
variants declines from 185 in each of the four earlier UBSGNT editions 
to 161 in the UBSGNT*. The Gospel of Matthew reveals substantial 
variant letter-rating fluctuation in the UBSGNT*, especially correspond- 
ing to A, C, and D letter-ratings. 


Mark summary. In Mark we see a lower degree of variation since all 
five UBSGNT editions remain relatively constant. The greatest alteration 
lies in the drop of D ratings in the UBSGNT* (the UBSGNT! and 
UBSGNT? each contain 8, the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT**™ each con- 
tain 14, while the UBSGNT* drops down to 1 D rated variant). A, B, 
and C ratings fluctuate to some extent, but generally remain similar in 
all editions. Other than a drop in the total number of variants (falling 
from 170 in each of the four earlier editions to 142 in the UBSGNT%), 
and the falling D ratings in the UBSGNT“, there is no contestable 
change in the Gospel of Mark. 


Luke summary. The first four editions remain remarkably harmonious. 
However, in the UBSGNT* we observe incredible divergence. A ratings 
increase greatly from 4 percent (7 A ratings in each of the four earlier 
editions) to 27 percent (45 A ratings in the UBSGNT“). B ratings increase 
to a large degree as well (between 45-47 in the first four editions climb- 
ing to 78 in the UBSGNT"%). C ratings take a dramatic drop from 56 
percent down to 26 percent (from an average of 99 in the first four 
editions down to 44 in the UBSGNT*). But perhaps the greatest move- 
ment occurs in the D rated variants, dropping from about 14 percent 
(from an average of 26 in each of the four earlier editions) down to 
0 percent in the UBSGNT*. Once again the total number of variants falls 


between the Nestle-Aland*® edition and further UBSGNT editions. The changes that 
were made to bring about this closer resemblance had very little focus upon variant 
letter-ratings as the Nestle-Aland editions do not make use of these ratings. 

17. As in Charts 1 and 2, all numbers representing averaged figures have been 
either rounded up, or rounded down to the nearest whole number. This is based 
upon the numerical value of the first decimal place. 
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(from 177 in each of the four earlier editions to 167 in the UBSGNT"). 
Luke is a noteworthy example of extensive change. 


John summary. The UBSGNT! to the UBSGNT**™: are again consistent. 
The UBSGNT“ continues in its unsteady trend. A ratings increase signi- 
ficantly (from an average of 28 in the first four editions to 46 in the 
UBSGNT*), C ratings dwindle much lower (from an average of 78 in 
the four earlier editions to 42 in the UBSGNT%), and D ratings are almost 
non-existent, falling from about 7 percent to 1 percent (the UBSGNT'! 
and the UBSGNT° contain 9 D rated variants each, the UBSGNT®? and 
the UBSGNT*°": contain 12 D rated variants each, while the UBSGNT* 
contains only 1). The total number of variants slides downward by 18 
(falling from 172 in each of the four earlier editions to 154 in the 
UBSGNT%). 


Acts summary. Acts shows remarkable variance in the UBSGNT*. The 
previous editions are consistent. A variants increase from about 6 per- 
cent in the earlier UBSGNT editions to 37 percent in the UBSGNT* 
(from an average of 11 in the four earlier editions to 74 in the 
UBSGNT"). C variants decrease in half from approximately 44 percent 
down to 21 percent (from an average of 85 in the first four editions to 
42 in the UBSGNT“). D variants decline from around 10 percent to 
1 percent (from an average of 20 in the four earlier editions to 1 in the 
UBSGNT%). B variants are similar in all five editions. However, one 
change is contrary to the previous books examined; the total number of 
variants expands from 192 in the first four editions to 198 in the 
UBSGNT*. 


Romans summary. Although there is noticeable change among the first 
four editions, the UBSGNT* shows the greatest deviation. The UBSGNT' 
and UBSGNT™ are alike in nature. The UBSGNT? and UBSGNT*°™- 
show a moderate increase in D ratings (the first two editions have 2 and 
3 D ratings respectively, while the UBSGNT* and UBSGNT* each 
have 6). The UBSGNT* again follows a consistent pattern of increasing 
A ratings (rising from an average of 12 in the first four editions to 41 in 
the UBSGNT"“), decreasing C ratings (falling from 42 in each of the four 
earlier editions to 22 in the UBSGNT*%), and almost non-existent D rat- 
ings (only 1 in the UBSGNT*“, whereas the four earlier editions average 
4 D ratings each). The total number of variants decreases from 91 in 
each of the first four editions to 85 in the UBSGNT“. 
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1 Corinthians summary. | Corinthians continues the trend in which the 
UBSGNT' to the UBSGNT***™ remain closely consistent, but the A rat- 
ings of the UBSGNT* increase considerably from an average of 13 per- 
cent to 38 percent (an average of 8 A ratings are in each of the first four 
editions, while 23 A ratings are recorded in the UBSGNT*). There is also 
a significant fluctuation in the B ratings, increasing from approximately 
25 percent to 37 percent (there is an average of 15 B ratings in the first 
four editions, however, this rises to 22 in the UBSGNT“). The C ratings 
decrease by over half in the UBSGNT“, falling from about 51 percent 
(an average of 30 C ratings in the first four editions) down to 23 percent 
(14 C ratings in this latest edition). The D ratings decrease from approx- 
imately 11 percent (an average of 7 in the first four editions) to 2 per- 
cent (only 1 in the UBSGNT%). The total number of variants increases 
only slightly in the UBSGNT* (from 59 in each of the first four editions 
to 60 in the UBSGNT"%). 


2 Corinthians summary. Proportionately, 2 Corinthians may well be one 
of the books showing the greatest amount of modification in the 
UBSGNT*. The UBSGNT*, UBSGNT®, and the UBSGNT*™ remain 
similar, but these editions do show a noticeable degree of change from 
the UBSGNT'. However, it is the UBSGNT* that reveals the most 
drastic shift. A rated variants increase from a consistent 0 percent in all 
previous editions to a remarkable 30 percent in the UBSGNT* (12 A 
rated variants). B rated variants jump from an average of 20 percent to 
45 percent (there are 9 B rated variants in the UBSGNT", 6 B rated pas- 
sages in the UBSGNT" to the UBSGNT*", and 18 B rated passages in 
the UBSGNT*). C rated variants plunge from around 64 percent 
(constituting an average of 22 C ratings in the first four UBSGNT edi- 
tions) to 25 percent (constituting only 10 C rated passages in the 
UBSGNT%). D rated variants fall from an average of 6 (17%) in each 
earlier edition to 0 in the UBSGNT*. Consistent with the book of Acts 
and 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians experiences increase, rather than 
decrease, in the total number of variants (rising from 34 in each of the 
earlier editions to 40 in the UBSGNT*). 

Galatians summary. In Galatians there is no substantial alteration within 
the first four UBSGNT editions. Again, the UBSGNT* deviates signifi- 
cantly. A rated passages increase from a consistent 5 percent to an 
incredible 57 percent (from 1 A rating in each of the first four editions 
to 16 in the UBSGNT%). B rated passages decline from an average of 
53 percent (approximately 12 B rated passages in each of the first four 
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editions) to 11 percent (3 B rated passages in the UBSGNT%). C rated 
variants do not follow their usual norm of decrease, but instead increase 
from a consistent 23 percent (5 C rated variants in each of the earlier 
editions) to 32 percent (9 C rated variants in the UBSGNT%), thus consti- 
tuting a rise of 9 percent. D rated variants fall from approximately 
20 percent (an average of 5 in each of the earlier editions) to 0 percent 
in the UBSGNT*. The total number of variants increases from 22 in 
each of the earlier editions to 28 in the UBSGNT*. 


Ephesians summary. Another of the major changes in variants takes 
place in Ephesians, where A ratings leap from a constant 0 percent in all 
prior UBSGNT editions, to an incredible 43 percent (15 A rated variants) 
in the UBSGNT*. B and C ratings remain uniform in all five UBSGNT 
editions. D ratings decline to 0 percent in the UBSGNT* (from 3 consis- 
tent D ratings in the first four editions to 0 in the UBSGNT*). The total 
number of variants increases remarkably from 23 in each of the four 
earlier editions to 35 in the UBSGNT“, obviously accounting somewhat 
for the rise in A rated passages. 


Philippians summary. A consistent pattern emerges, with congruence 
between the UBSGNT', UBSGNT?, UBSGNT®?, and UBSGNT**™., and 
variation in the UBSGNT“. Contrary to Ephesians, the small rise in total 
number of variants (from 16 in each of the earlier editions to 21 in the 
UBSGNT*) does not give excuse for the large number of A ratings in 
Philippians. A rated passages rise from 0 percent in all previous editions 
to 48 percent (10 A rated passages) in the UBSGNT‘%. The other letter- 
ratings reveal only minor modification. 


Colossians summary. Although identical percentages appear in the 
UBSGNT' to the UBSGNT*°°"., the UBSGNT* again displays substantial 
variation. A ratings increase from 5 percent to 29 percent (there is 1 A 
rating in each of the first four editions, while there are 8 in the 
UBSGNT%). B ratings climb from 23 percent to 43 percent (there are 
5 B ratings in each of the first four editions and 12 in the UBSGNT%). 
C ratings slide from 50 percent to 29 percent (dropping from 11 in each 
of the earlier editions to 8 in the UBSGNT*). D ratings fall to 0 percent 
in the UBSGNT* from a previous 23 percent (5 D ratings) in each of the 
first four editions. The total number of variants increases by 6 (there are 
22 in each of the earlier editions and 28 in the UBSGNT"). 
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1 Thessalonians summary. Little variation occurs in the first four edi- 
tions. The greatest change is seen in the higher percentage of A rated 
variants in the UBSGNT‘“, rising from 18 percent (2 A ratings in each of 
the first four editions) to 60 percent (9 A ratings in the UBSGNT"). 
B and C variants remain comparable while D variants hold at a constant 
0 percent in all editions. There is also a rise of four in the total number of 
variants (climbing from 11 in the earlier editions to 15 in the UBSGNT"). 


2 Thessalonians summary. \n 2 Thessalonians, the first four UBSGNT 
editions remain identical. However, the UBSGNT* continues to reveal 
fluctuation. The most visible change is seen in A rated variants, increas- 
ing from 0 percent in all previous editions to 38 percent in the UBSGNT* 
(3 A rated variants), and in C rated passages, decreasing from 78 percent 
(7 C rated passages in each earlier edition) to 25 percent (2 C rated pas- 
sages in the UBSGNT"%). This book shows a minor decline in its total 
number of variants, from 9 in the first four editions to 8 in the UBSGNT*. 


1 Timothy summary. As in 2 Thessalonians, this book sees no statistical 
variation until the UBSGNT*. Again A ratings rapidly climb from 
18 percent to 79 percent (the first four editions each contain 2, while the 
UBSGNT* records 15). B ratings fall to 11 percent from an initial 
45 percent (the four earlier editions have 5 each, while the UBSGNT* 
has 2). C ratings fall from 36 percent (4 in each of the four earlier 
editions) to 11 percent (2 in the UBSGNT*). D ratings remain at a con- 
sistent 0 percent in all five editions. There is an increase within the 
UBSGNT* from 11 variants in each of the first four editions to 19 vari- 
ants in total. 


2 Timothy summary. The UBSGNT7* is the only edition that introduces 
change to the variant ratings in 2 Timothy. A ratings increase from 0 in 
all earlier editions to 2 (25%) in the UBSGNT"“. B ratings increase from 
2 (25%) in each of the four earlier editions to 5 (63%) in the UBSGNT“. 
However, C ratings decrease from 6 (75%) in each of the first four edi- 
tions to 1 (13%) in the UBSGNT*. D ratings remain constant at 0 per- 
cent, and the total number of variants remains identical at 8 in all 
UBSGNT editions. 


Titus summary. The UBSGNT ' to the UBSGNT*°°™ does not vary. A and 
D rated variants remain at 0 percent in these first four editions. B and C 
rated variants also remain constant, holding at 50 percent (2 B rated 
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variants and 2 C rated variants) in these first four editions. Although 
there are only four total variants in each of the five editions, proportion- 
ately there exists consistent alteration. In the UBSGNT* A ratings 
increase from 0 percent in the first four editions to 50 percent (2 A rated 
variants). Both B and C ratings fall from 50 percent (2) in the first four 
editions to 25 percent (1) in the UBSGNT*. 


Philemon summary. As in many of the smaller books, there is pro- 
portional change in Philemon as well. The first four editions remain 
constant, whereas the UBSGNT* introduces changes. A ratings rise from 
0 percent in the earlier editions to 40 percent (2 A rated variants) in the 
UBSGNT“. B ratings also rise from 50 percent (2 B rated variants) in 
each of the first four editions to 60 percent (3 B rated variants) in the 
UBSGNT‘™. C ratings fall from 50 percent (2 C rated variants in each of 
the first four editions) to 0 percent in the UBSGNT*. D ratings hold at 
0 percent in all five editions. The total number of variants increases from 
4 each in the earlier editions to 5 in the UBSGNT*. 


Hebrews summary. In Hebrews, the total number of variants increases 
from 38 in each of the first four editions to 44 in the UBSGNT“. There 
is strict congruence among the UBSGNT'!, UBSGNT?, UBSGNT?, and 
the UBSGNT**"., In the UBSGNT* A rated variants rise to 20 (45%) 
from 2 (5%) in each of the first four editions. B rated passages undergo 
little change. C ratings fall from approximately 50 percent (20 C rated 
variants) in the first four editions to 27 percent (12 C rated variants) in 
the UBSGNT*. D ratings also decline from 13 percent (5 D ratings) in 
each of the first four editions to 0 percent in the UBSGNT*. 


James summary. The first four UBSGNT editions are characterized by 
their similarity, while the UBSGNT* is characterized by an upgrade of 
ratings. A variants rise from 1 (6%) in each of the first four editions to 7 
(30%) in the UBSGNT*. B variants also rise from an average of 7 
(approximately 38%) in the first four editions to 12 (52%) in the 
UBSGNT‘. C variants are comparable in all editions. An average of 4 D 
rated variants (approximately 20%) in each of the first four editions 
drops to 0 in the UBSGNT*%. The total number of variants increases 
from 18 in each of the first four editions to 23 in the UBSGNT"“. 


1 Peter summary. 1 Peter reveals continued UBSGNT*“ divergence. A rat- 
ings increase from 1 in each of the four earliest editions to 20 in the 
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UBSGNT* (from 4% in the first four editions to 54% in the UBSGNT"). 
B ratings remain similar in all five editions. C ratings decrease from an 
average of 15 in each of the first four editions to 8 in the UBSGN T? 
(from approximately 54% in the first four editions to 22% in the 
UBSGNT%). D ratings drop from 2 (7%) in each of the first four editions 
to none inthe UBSGNT“. The total number of variants increases from an 
average of 28 in each of the four earliest editions to 37 in the UBSGNT*. 


2 Peter summary. There is no divergence in the UBSGNT' to the 
UBSGNT**™, but in the UBSGNT* A rated variants climb from 0 per- 
cent in all earlier editions to 33 percent (8 A rated variants in the 
UBSGNT"). B rated variants also increase from 20 percent to 33 percent 
(4 B rated variants in each of the first four editions to 8 in the 
UBSGNT"%). C ratings fall from 10 (50%) in each of the first four edi- 
tions to 7 (29%) in the UBSGNT“. D ratings likewise fall from 6 (30%) 
in each of the first four editions to 1 (4%) in the UBSGNT*. The total 
number of variants grows from 20 in each of the first four editions to 24 
in the UBSGNT*. 


I John summary. Although there is minor deviation in the first four 
UBSGNT editions, the UBSGNT* exhibits clear divergence. A ratings 
are upgraded drastically from a constant 8 percent (2 A rated variants) 
in each of the first four editions to 59 percent (19 A rated variants) in 
the UBSGNT*. B ratings drop from an average of 12 (approximately 
47%) in each of the first four editions to 8 (25%) in the UBSGNT*. 
C ratings fall from an average of 9 (approximately 35%) in the first four 
editions to 5 (16%) in the UBSGNT*%. D ratings are downgraded to 
0 percent in the UBSGNT* from an average of 10 percent (about 3) in 
each of the first four editions. The total number of variants increases 
from 25 in each of the four earliest editions to 32 in the UBSGNT*. 

2 John summary. In 2 John there is a small change from the UBSGNT! 
to the UBSGNT*, UBSGNT®, and UBSGNT**"™.. However, this change 
is minor when compared to the modifications in the UBSGNT“. A rat- 
ings increase from 0 in all previous editions to 4 in the UBSGNT* 
(climbing from 0% to 67%). B ratings decline from an average of four 
in each of the earlier editions to 2 in the UBSGNT* (falling from an 
average of 63% to 33%). C ratings drop from an average of 2 in each of 
the first four editions to none in the UBSGNT* (falling from an average 
of 37% to 0%). D ratings and the total number of variants remain con- 
sistent in all five editions, holding at 0 percent and 6 respectively. 
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3 John summary. The number of variants in 3 John is limited. 
Nevertheless, the UBSGNT* deviates from earlier editions. A variants 
ascend in number, from none in the first four editions to 1 (50%) in the 
UBSGNT%. B variants are constant in all five editions (remaining at 1). 
C ratings fall from 2 (67%) in all earlier editions to none in the 
UBSGNT%). D rated passages also remain at a consistent 0 percent in all 
editions. The total number of variants declines from 3 in each of the first 
four editions to 2 in the UBSGNT*. 


Jude summary. The first four editions of the UBSGNT remain static. 
Following the prevalent trend, the UBSGNT* introduces abrupt 
fluctuations. The greatest alterations occur in the A ratings statistic, 
increasing from 0 percent in each of the first four editions to 69 percent 
(9) in the UBSGNT*. B ratings fall from 33 percent (2) in each of the 
four earliest editions to 0 percent in the UBSGNT*. C ratings and 
D ratings are identical in all five editions (remaining at 3 and 1 respec- 
tively). The total number of variants more than doubles from a consis- 
tent 6 in each of the previous editions to 13 in the UBSGNT*. 


Revelation summary. In Revelation A rated variants soar from 1 percent 
to 32 percent (rising from 1 in each of the first four editions to 23 in the 
UBSGNT%). Likewise, B rated variants climb from 15 percent to 42 per- 
cent (more than doubling from 14 in each of the first four editions to 30 
in the UBSGNT%). C rated variants fall from about 78 percent to 25 per- 
cent (dropping from an average of 72 in each of the four earlier editions 
to 18 in the UBSGNT"“). And finally, D variants decline from an average 
of 6 percent (approximately 6 in each of the first four editions) to 1 per- 
cent (1 in the UBSGNT%). There is also a significant fall in the number of 
total variants (declining from 92 in each of the first four editions to 72 in 
the UBSGNT%) thus eliminating the increased number of variants as an 
explanation for the increased A rated passages. 


Concluding Summary 

This first section of Chapter 2 introduces overwhelming proof that the 
UBSGNT* has introduced a radical change to the critical apparatus 
letter-ratings for many variants. Charts 1 and 2, as well as the Chi-square 
Statistics, provide an overall sense of the changes that occur in each 
UBSGNT edition. By comparing each edition, one cannot help but notice 
the divergence seen in the UBSGNT*. Of even greater value, and clearly 
more revealing, are the Overall Totals and the Overall Percentage 


90 Textual Optimism 


columns recorded in Chart 1. These totals reveal the true nature, and the 
astonishing extent of fluctuation that takes place, again particularly in the 
UBSGNT“. Several prominent trends have been revealed in this analysis. 

In comparing the various variant letter-ratings seen in the UBSGNT 
editions, one becomes aware of close relationships that exist between 
several of these editions. The UBSGNT! and UBSGNT” often resemble 
each other. This is understandable since they are the first two works in a 
progressive series produced by the United Bible Societies. The UBSGNT 3 
and the UBSGNT?°°: are virtually identical.'® However, the UBSGNT? 
and the UBSGNT*°°™ show only a moderate degree of change from 
the UBSGNT' and the UBSGNT?. Although the UBSGNT' to the 
UBSGNT *°™ utilize a majority of the same variants, the UBSGNT* 
eliminates a substantial number of these and replaces them with totally 
new variants. Some may remark that it is the addition of these new 
variants in the UBSGNT* that gives rise to the escalating number of 
A or B rated passages, and to some extent this is true.!? But even taking 
this into consideration, as will be the specific aim in the next section, one 
cannot dismiss the fact that the newly added variants placed within the 
UBSGNT* constitute only a minority percentage of the actual fluctu- 
ations that occur in this edition (particularly in A and B rated variants). 
In other words, newly added A rated variants in the UBSGNT* can only 
account for a small percentage of the overall A rating increases that take 
place from earlier UBSGNT editions to the UBSGNT*. Even if one were 
to accept these new A variant additions as an excuse for the increase in 
A variant ratings, many of the older variants from previous editions do 
experience exceptional letter-rating increases. Consequently, there is still 
an astonishing upgrade in the UBSGNT“ and, therefore, a newly pro- 
posed quality of text. As has been revealed in the above analysis, there is 
a strong tendency for each biblical book (excluding Mark) to move 
towards an increasing degree of certainty regarding debated readings, 
and thus, an overall upgrade in the quality of text. These UBSGNT* 
modifications progress at an inconsistent rate and are incongruent with 
those alterations made throughout the UBSGNT?, UBSGNT?°, and the 


18. Once again, this is due to the corrective nature of the UBSGNT3°., 
whereby the editors sought to bring closer correlation between the Nestle-Aland2° 
edition and further UBSGNT editions. The changes that were made to bring about 
this closer resemblance had very little focus upon variant letter-ratings. 

19. There are several biblical books that may indicate this type of conclusion: 
Ephesians, 1 Timothy, 1 Peter, 1 John, and Jude are perhaps the more obvious ones. 
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UBSGNT*™. As a result, the UBSGNT* apparently insinuates that the 
text is much more incontestable (A ratings denote a positive degree of 
certainty) and much more reliable than the text of the earlier editions. 
Among each of the UBSGNT'!, UBSGNT*, UBSGNT?, and the 
UBSGNT*°°", there is an average of 130 A rated variants. These 130 A 
rated variants in each of the first four editions make up approximately 9 
percent of all the letter-rated variants in total. The UBSGNT* increases 
this number to 514 A rated passages, thereby constituting 36 percent of 
all letter-rated variants in this edition. This is an increase of 384 A rated 
variants in the UBSGNT“. There is an average of 482 B rated variants 
(approximately 34% of all letter-rated variants) in each of the first four 
editions, but again, in the UBSGNT* we see this rise to 541 (or 38% of 
all letter-rated variants). This is an increase of 59 B rated passages in the 
UBSGNT%. There is an average of 701 C rated passages in each of the 
four earlier editions (constituting about 48% of all letter-rated variants). 
C rated variants drop by 334 in the UBSGNT%, to a greatly reduced 
total of 367 C rated variants (making up only 26% of all letter-rated 
variants). Finally, D rated passages abruptly descend from an average of 
134 in each of the first four editions (making up about 9% of all letter- 
rated variants) to only 9 in the UBSGNT* (constituting 1% of all letter- 
rated variants).2° This is a decrease of 125 D rated variants in the 
UBSGNT*. Because of the drop in D rated passages, perhaps one should 
question the entire relevance of this D category in the UBSGNT*. In 
effect, the United Bible Societies’ evaluation of evidence drops from a 
four-point system in previous UBSGNT editions to a three-point system 
in the UBSGNT*. 

One should also keep in mind that all these modifications occur as the 
overall number of variants drops slightly in the latest edition (falling 
from an average of 1445 total letter-rated variants in each of the first 
four UBSGNT editions to 1431 in the UBSGNT“). There can be no 
doubt that there is a considerable upgrade in the perceived quality of the 
text as seen by the UBSGNT“ editorial committee. This is substantiated 
by the rising number of A and B variants, and the declining number of 
C and D variants. 


20. These nine D rated passages are Mt. 23.26; Mk 7.9; Jn 10.29; Acts 16.12; 
Rom. 14.19; 1 Cor. 7.34; 2 Pet. 3.10; Jude 5; and Rev. 18.3. 
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2. Variants that Have Been Newly Added 
or Dropped from the UBSGNT* 


The statistics recorded in this section are important to the examination of 
upgrading variant letter-ratings because they more accurately reflect the 
exact nature and type of modifications made to the UBSGNT“ ratings. 
Two categories will be presented in this section: (1) the number of new 
variants added to the UBSGNT“, and (2) the number of variants 
dropped out of the UBSGNT*. Each category is based upon a complete 
list. The first list records the total number of variants that have been 
dropped out of the UBSGNT*. Both lists have been placed at the end of 
this section. 

With the addition and omission of many variants, along with the other 
modifications made to the UBSGNT“, it seems unlikely that the text of 
this last edition would remain the same as the text of the UBSGNT? and 
UBSGNT*“°-, Nevertheless, it remains exactly the same. Although a 
large number of variants have been dropped from the UBSGNT%, its 
text still represents the previous choices made for each of these excluded 
variants (i.e. those variants that were included in earlier editions but have 
now been removed from comment by the UBSGNT%). Likewise, the 
addition of new variants into the UBSGNT* has not altered the text. 
Instead, variants used to determine the text of earlier editions, although 
not included in the apparatus of those editions at that time, were newly 
added to the UBSGNT“. These variants represent the choices made in 
the text for previous editions. In other words, a particular variant may 
be included in the text of the UBSGNT editions even though the variant 
itself is not represented in the critical apparatus. Metzger provides fur- 
ther clarification and support for these points: . 


[P]lans had already been made for the fourth edition of the United Bible 
Societies’ Greek New Testament. In 1981 at a meeting of the five mem- 
bers of the Editorial Committee (the places that had been left vacant by the 
retirement of Matthew Black and Allen Wikgren were taken by Barbara 
Aland and John Karavidopoulos of Salonica) decisions were taken to 
introduce into the apparatus a certain number of additional sets of variant 
readings for passages of exegetical importance. Furthermore, though no 
change was voted to alter the wording of the Scripture text [italics added], 
it was agreed that in some cases a modification needed to be made in the 
assignment of the categories of A, B, C, and D relating to the degree of 
certainty of readings adopted as the text. In a number of instances a C 
evaluation was raised to the level of B, and, in a smaller number of 
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instances, a B evaluation was raised to A. It is expected that the fourth 
edition, embodying these changes, will become available at the close of 
1992.7! 


Although Metzger dramatically understates the re-distribution of 
UBSGNT* variant letter-ratings, this quotation unmistakably reveals that 
the text itself has not changed from that of the previous UBSGNT®? and 
UBSGNT**“: editions. Again, this is confirmed by the following remark 
on p. 1* of the UBSGNT* Introduction: 


This edition reproduces the Greek text of the Third Edition (corrected) 
without change. Its text remains identical with that of Nestle-Aland in its 
26th edition, and also in its 27th edition which is in the final stages of 
preparation and offers the same text unchanged.” 


Considering the addition and deletion of numerous variants into, or out 
of, the UBSGNT*, one might expect the editorial committee to reveal 
the criteria used by them in the determination of which variants were 
added and which variants were removed from the critical apparatus. 
However, there is no such set of criteria presented by the committee. 
Other than the vague statements that follow, the reader is left with no 
detailed explanation regarding these modifications.” 

On p. xi of both the UBSGNT' and the UBSGNT”, as well as on p. xiii 
of both the UBSGNT? and the UBSGNT*",, the following statement is 
made: ‘The apparently large number of C decisions is due to the circum- 
stance that many readings in the A and B classes have had no variants 
included in the apparatus, because they were not important for the pur- 
poses of this edition’. 


21. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 281. 

22. For further confirmation of this point, see Silva, ‘Symposium’, p. 349; 
Elliott, ‘Two New Editions’, p. 493; idem, ‘The Fourth Edition’, cols. 10-11; idem, 
‘The Twentyseventh Edition’, col. 19; and the Nestle-Aland?’, pp. 45*-46*. 

23. This vagueness in explaining the methodological principles underlying the 
UBSGNT editions, and particularly the UBSGNT*, will be further discussed in 
Chapter 3. 

24. It is interesting to note that this paragraph is no longer included in the 
UBSGNT*. However, it is hoped that the new addition of A and B ratings into the 
UBSGNT‘ are at least ‘important for the purposes’ of this latest edition. Perhaps it 
should be asked if these new A and B variant additions are the same as those that 
were left out of the previous four editions and regarded as ‘less important’. If this is 
the case, which it seems to be, the UBSGNT committee have apparently contradicted 
themselves and their previous statements concerning these particular variants. Those 
A and B rated variants that were left out of the earlier UBSGNT editions because 
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On p. v of the Preface to the UBSGN. T* the following statement is 
made: 


The GNT continues to offer ‘more extensive evidence for a more select 
number of variants’ (Preface to the Third Edition, p. xi), but the selection 
of passages for the apparatus was thoroughly reviewed by the Committee. 
This resulted in eliminating from the apparatus a large number of variant 
units where the readings were of minor significance, concerned only with 
the minutest textual variations, and including others having a greater 
importance for the reader’s understanding of the history of the text and 
exegesis. 


On p. vi of the Preface to the UBSGNT*, another statement is made 
concerning the addition and deletion of variants: 


The principles underlying the present revision were established at a long 
working session of the Committee in 1981 for which detailed preparations 
had been made. At that time the decisions were made for eliminations and 
inclusions in the apparatus of variant readings, and also for reconsidering 
the evaluation of readings. The guidelines for witnesses to be included in 
the apparatus were also thoroughly discussed and established. 


On p. 2* of the UBSGNT* Introduction, these words are recorded: 


The selection of passages for the apparatus has undergone considerable 
revision since the Third Edition (corrected). The intention was to provide 
an apparatus where the most important international translations of the 
New Testament show notes referring to textual variants or even have dif- 
ferences in their translations or interpretations. Other groups of variants 
have also been included when for various reasons they are significant and 
worthy of consideration. 


And finally, as Metzger explains in the quotation above, these alterations 
were made on the basis of ‘exegetical importance’.**> One must turn 
outside of the UBSGNT* and the vague explanations of the editorial 
committee in order to find greater clarification regarding the criteria for 
assessing the addition and deletion of variants. H.P. Scanlin more clearly 
points out that: 


After decades of use by those engaged in Bible translation, it was decided 
that the Fourth Edition should incorporate changes in the apparatus to 
enhance its usefulness for translators. About 15 translations in several 


they were ‘less important’, are now included in the UBSGNT* and, as will be seen 
shortly, seem to be regarded as ‘more important’. 
25. Seen. 21 above. 
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major languages were carefully checked to see where these translators 
made text-critical decisions that affected their translation. The Editorial 
Committee then carefully reviewed both the existing items in the apparatus 
and the additional items that could be useful to translators to determine 
which items could be removed from the textual apparatus and which 
should be added.”® 


M. Silva provides even greater clarity as he explains the reasoning 
behind the addition and deletion of variants in the UBSGNT*: 


Many of these changes seem reasonable because the grounds for the deci- 
sions are fairly obvious. For example, eight of the new items involve the 
divine names, particularly the variation Jesus Christ/Christ Jesus; differ- 
ences of this type do not really affect the meaning, but clearly they do 
affect the translation, and so they would be significant for many users of 
the edition. Conversely, many of the deletions are variants that would not 
affect the translation, such as en td nomd versus the simple dative ta nomo 
in Rom 7.23. It was also wise, in my opinion, to delete such variations as 
acute versus circumflex accent on the verb krinei at 1 Cor 5.13; though the 
difference is substantial (present/future tense), the markings on some 
manuscripts reflect a scribal interpretation and not a textual variation as 
such. But then why was the variation of oidamen versus oida men added 
at Rom 7.14? Word divisions in the manuscripts are not to be regarded as 
witnessing to the form of the original text. (For a similar reason, I ques- 
tion the inclusion of the syntactical problem at Jn 1.3-4 in the textual appa- 
ratus. To avoid confusion of categories, it would be better to include that 
kind of information in the discourse segmentation apparatus.) 


Although Silva states that ‘many of these changes seem reasonable’, he 
later adds that ‘Unfortunately, there are plenty of instances where the 
reason for including or excluding a variation unit is not at all obvious’.”8 


26. Scanlin, ‘Symposium’, p. 349. 

27. Silva, ‘Symposium’, p. 350. 

28. Silva, ‘Symposium’, p. 350. Elliott also notes that ‘Although we have been 
told in each edition that its selection was carefully chosen to reflect variants of rele- 
vance to translators, obviously the slightly revamped committee responsible for 
UBS4 disagreed with the earlier choice {in view of the 284 (285) newly added vari- 
ants placed into the UBSGNT*]. B.M. Metzger, a committee member, in the com- 
panion volume to UBS3, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament was 
himself dissatisfied with the original selection and therefore added a further 600 vari- 
ants for discussion.’ Elliott may be a little pessimistic here as Metzger claims, with- 
out a hint of dissatisfaction, that the committee together suggested the inclusion of at 
least a number of extra variants. See Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, pp. v- 
vi. Regardless, Elliott aptly continues, ‘The conclusion to be drawn is the obvious 
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Therefore, in view of these above quotations, it appears that the addition 
of new variants and the removal of old variants occurs primarily on the 
basis of: (1) their significance, or insignificance, for providing the reader 
with an understanding of the history of the text; (2) their significance, or 
insignificance, for reflecting the most important translational difficulties; 
and (3) their significance, or insignificance, in representing exegetical 
aspects and considerations. 

As was seen in Section 1 of this chapter, and as we will continue to 
see in this section, a considerable number of new letter-rated variants 
have been added to the UBSGNT* text (predominantly A ratings). 
However, when it is noted that a large number of these new variants 
have A ratings, while a considerably smaller number have C ratings, one 
must question if this pattern accurately reflects the above premises. 
Perhaps in some instances it would seem more important, in the light of 
textual history, translational considerations, and exegesis, to include 
those variants where there is a greater degree of uncertainty regarding 
the correct reading of the text (i.e. C ratings) rather than including in the 
critical apparatus those variants where textual decisions can be made 
with certitude and confidence (i.e. A ratings). 

One further point regarding the addition and deletion of variants from 
the UBSGNT* should be mentioned. Taking into account the identical text 
shared between the UBSGNT*“ and the Nestle-Aland”®’, an examination 
was briefly made to ascertain whether the Nestle-Aland text and appara- 
tus had influenced the change in variants within the UBSGNT*. In 
evaluating several of the Gospels, it was found that all the UBSGNT* 
variants, whether newly added or deleted, were also contained in the 
Nestle-Aland apparatus. Therefore, no sound decision regarding Nestle- 
Aland influence could be made. Because the Nestle-Aland text cites over 
10,000 variants, while the UBSGNT* cites only about 1400, it is under- 
standable that all the UBSGNT* variants might be included in the much 
more extensive Nestle-Aland apparatus. 


one that it is a thankless and delusive task to try and restrict the number of variants 
too narrowly or to try to define which 1400 or so variants are “of interest to the 
translator”’. See Elliott, ‘Two New Editions’, pp. 493-94. See also idem, ‘The 
Fourth Edition’, cols. 11-12, where Elliott states that ‘In any selection [of variants 
for an apparatus] it is difficult to get it right. But what is clear is that the new edition 
[UBSGNT“) has striven to produce a better selection of variant units.’ 
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Number of New Variants Added to the UBSGNT* 

This category records the number of new letter-rated variants (i.e. vari- 
ants that have an A, B, C, or D letter-rating) that have been added to the 
UBSGNT". These statistics are significant because, rather than simply 
counting the number of ratings present in each edition (as was done in 
Section 1), they more accurately reflect the modifications made to the 
actual UBSGNT* letter-ratings. This is done by distinguishing between 
those variants and their respective letter-ratings that have been newly 
added into the UBSGNT* and those variants, with fluctuating or consis- 
tent ratings, that have been included in earlier UBSGNT editions as well 
as the UBSGNT*. The question that must be asked here is this—out of 
the total number of specific A, B, C, and D letter-ratings that occur in 
the UBSGNT* (i.e. A = 514, B = 541, C = 367, and D = 9), how many 
are old variants with a previous history in earlier UBSGNT editions that 
have also been included in the UBSGNT*, and how many are new vari- 
ants added to the UBSGNT* that have never before been cited in a pre- 
vious UBSGNT edition? The simple calculation used here is: (Total 
number of A, B, C, or D rated variants in UBSGNT*) minus (Total 
number of old A, B, C, or D rated variants with a previous history 
in earlier UBSGNT editions that have also been included in the 
UBSGNT“)?? = (Total number of new A, B, C, or D rated variants 
newly added to the UBSGNT*“ that have never before been cited in a 
previous UBSGNT edition).*° The calculations for each specific letter- 
rating follow. 


29. This category records the total number of old variants with a previous history 
in earlier UBSGNT editions that have also been included into the UBSGNT*. The 
‘previous history’ of each variant and each specific group of letter-rated variants (A, 
B, C, and D) is not specifically noted. However, any variant included in this cate- 
gory may have been upgraded, downgraded, or remained consistent when it was 
placed into the UBSGNT* apparatus. Based upon the figures and charts of Chapter 
2, Section 1, it would seem as though a large number of these old variants with pre- 
vious histories were clearly upgraded to A rated variants. 

30. Again, the complete figures for this discussion are recorded in the two lists 
located at the end of this section. The exact total figures for ‘New Variants Added to 
the UBSGNT*’ are recorded on pp. 106-107, while the exact total figures for 
‘Number of Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT™ are recorded on pp. 108-109. 
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Summary Comparing Total Number of New Variants Added to UBSGNT* 


Variant Letter- | Total Number of | Total Number of | Total Number of 
Ratings Variants in Old Variants New Variants 
UBSGNT* Included in Added to 


UBSGNT* UBSGNT* 


A 514 (36%) 346 (30%) 168 (59%) 
B 541 (38%) 479 (42%) 62 (22%) 
Cc 367 (26%) 312 (27%) 55 (19%) 
D 9 (1%) 9 (1%) 0 (0%) 


Totals 285 


When one examines and compares the column ‘Total Number of Old 
Variants Included in the UBSGNT* with the total number of variants 
listed in the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT*°™, as seen in the following chart, 
some interesting insights can be observed. When comparing the totals of 
earlier UBSGNT editions and the UBSGNT*“ totals, one should use the 
category ‘Total Number of Old Variants Included in the UBSGNT” 
instead of the category ‘Total Number of Variants in the UBSGNT”’. 


Summary Comparing the Change of Figures in the UBSGNT* 


Variant Letter- | Total Number of | Total Number of Change of 
Ratings Variants in Old Variants Figures in the 
UBSGNT3300r. Included in UBSGNT* 


UBSGNT* 


A 126 (9%) 346 (30%) +220 
B 475 (33%) 479 (42%) +4 
Cc 6997! (48%) 312 (27%) 

D 144 (10%) 9 (1%) 


Totals N/A 


This is due to the biased and slanted figures present in the category 
‘Total Number of Variants in the UBSGNT“’. This category includes the 
number of newly added variants and their respective letter-ratings into 
its totals, therefore increasing the number of each specific letter-rating in 
the UBSGNT*. However, when one makes use of the category entitled 
‘Total Number of Old Variants Included in the UBSGNT”“’, these newly 
added variant figures are eliminated, thereby leaving only those variants 
with letter-ratings that existed in prior UBSGNT editions. The figures 


31. The figure 699 has been recorded here for the UBSGNT>"-, whereas the 
UBSGNT? records 700. Again, this discrepancy is due to a missing variant letter- 
rating, likely a C rating, at Acts 5.32 in the UBSGNT?™., 
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present in the category entitled ‘Total Number of Variants in the 
UBSGNT™” record all variants with letter-ratings, regardless of whether 
they are new additions (which obviously could not be modified in previ- 
ous editions) or old variants from earlier editions (which could be 
modified). Even though the figures for ‘newly added variants’ have 
been eliminated from the UBSGNT* totals (thus making our calculations 
more accurate than those presented in Section 1), it is clear that the 
number of A rated variants or A letter-ratings still experiences a very 
large increase from the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT*°*™: totals to the 
UBSGNT* totals as represented by the category ‘Total Number of Old 
Variants Included in the UBSGNT*’. One can also observe that the 
number of B rated variants or B letter-ratings remains similar between 
the editions, while, as again was revealed in Section 1 of this chapter, the 
C and D rated variants or letter-ratings fall extensively. This second 
section of inquiry continues to support the conclusions reached in the 
previous section: (1) A ratings greatly increase in the UBSGNT*; (2) B 
ratings increase slightly, but overall they experience a general con- 
sistency; (3) C ratings drop extensively; (4) D ratings fall to almost non- 
existent levels; and, lastly and most noteworthy (5) based upon the 
increase of A and B letter-ratings, and the decrease of C and D letter- 
ratings, there is an extensive improvement and increased confidence in 
the overall quality and certainty of the UBSGNT* text.*? Despite the 
elimination of the additional 285 newly added variants to the UBSGNT*, 
therefore lowering the UBSGNT* numerical totals calculated for this 
section (1146) as compared to the earlier editions (1444 in the 
UBSGNT*°*™ and 1445 in the UBSGNT*), the UBSGNT* has intro- 
duced an extensive change to the letter-ratings of the critical apparatus 
for a large number of variants. 

As in Chapter 2, Section 1, the Chi-square statistic is again used to 
verify these conclusions. However, this second Chi-square differs from 


32. If one also takes into consideration the specific type and total number of new 
variants added to the UBSGNT‘“, it becomes possible to see, from a slightly different 
angle, an improved and more confident UBSGNT* text. The total number of new 
A variants that are added (168) exceeds the combined total of B (62), C (55), and 
D (0) variants (117). When newly added A and B rated variants are compared to 
newly added C and D rated variants, this point is once again confirmed. Again, one 
might ask if it would not, at least in some instances, be more important, both in light 
of textual history and especially exegesis, to include the uncertain C and D rated 
variants into the critical apparatus instead of the more certain A and B rated variants. 
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the first in that, similar to this entire section, all newly added variants, 
and therefore, their letter-ratings, are eliminated from the total number 
of A, B, C, and D rated variants recorded in the UBSGNT*. The Chi- 
square works perfectly in this instance because unequal sample sizes, 
such as the differing number of variants in each UBSGNT edition, pose 
no problems for the calculations this tool provides. Excluding those vari- 
ants newly added into the UBSGNT", the following Chi-square table has 
been prepared. 


Chi-Square (x) Statistics for Variant Letter-Ratings (A, B, C, D) within Each 
UBSGNT Edition excluding New Variants in UBSGNT a 


Col. 4 
UBSGNT?0or. 


Col. 5 
UBSGNT* 


Col. 2 Col, 3 Row 


UBSGNT2 —UBSGNT3 


Col. I 
UBSGNT! 


130 
180.358 


126 
180.233 


126 
180,109 


346 
142,939 


136 
180.358 


Row 1 
A Rating 


Row 2 486 490 475 475 479 2405 
B Rating | 502.039 502.039 501.692 501.345 397.882 

Row 3 702 701 700 699 312 3114 
C Rating | 650.042 650.042 649,592 649,143 515.178 

Row 4 122 125 144 144 9 544 


D Rating | 113.559 113.559 113.480 113.402 89.999 


Column Grand Total 


Total 6927 
Non-italicized Figures = Observed Frequencies x2 = 553,312 
Italicized Figures = Expected Frequencies af = 12 


With the elimination of newly added variants from the UBSGNT“, the 
figures in this second Chi-square change from those given in the first 
Chi-square. However, the same procedure is used to analyze the data. 
Whereas the y? figure for the first table was 843.048, the calculation for 
x? comes to 553.312 in this second table. Although the Chi-square 
figure is lower in this second table, which can be attributed to the elimi- 
nation of newly added variants in the UBSGNT“, this number still 
greatly exceeds the probability values of 18.55, 21.03, 26.22, and 32.91 
when the Degrees of Freedom (df) = 12 (as the number of rows and 
columns in this second table has not changed). Therefore, one is able to 
determine that there is a significant degree of fluctuation in the specific 
A, B, C, and D letter-rating totals within the UBSGNT editions. Despite 
the elimination of the additional 285 newly added variants to the 
UBSGNT%, therefore lowering the UBSGNT* numerical totals calculated 
for this section (1146), the earlier conclusion, that the ratio of letter-rated 
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variants in the five UBSGNT editions varies substantially and that the 
specific letter-rating categories for the UBSGNT were not being treated 
in a similar fashion from edition to edition, can be sustained. The Chi- 
square statistic continues to support the fact that a highly significant 
degree of fluctuation in the specific A, B, C, and D letter-rating totals 
within the UBSGNT editions has occurred, and because of the extent of 
divergence, this could not have taken place by chance. 


Number of Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT* 

An obvious question to ask concerning variants that have been dropped 
out of the UBSGNT* is, For what reasons have these variants not been 
included in this latest UBSGNT edition? As already presented, the 
answer to this question is not to be found explicitly stated in the 
UBSGNT“. Some might deduce that A rated variants, because of their 
considered certainty in establishing the New Testament text, are no 
longer needed in the apparatus. Based upon the large number of A rated 
variants that have been retained and even added to the UBSGNT“, how- 
ever, this explanation does not seem to ring true. It seems more likely 
that variants were dropped from the UBSGNT* for any one of the fol- 
lowing reasons: (1) they were thought to be of little significance for pro- 
viding the reader with an understanding of the history of the text, 
(2) they were not thought to reflect the most important international 
translations, and (3) their exegetical importance was thought to be 

In spite of the fact that these variants were not included in the 
UBSGNT%~, their exclusion provides us with an important insight into the 
UBSGNT* as a whole. A total of 300 variants were not included in this 
last edition’s textual apparatus. Of the 300 variants dropped out of the 
UBSGNT*, 23 (almost 8%) were A rated variants, 99 (33%) were 
B rated variants, 162 (54%) were C rated variants, and lastly, 16 (about 
5%) of the faltering D rated variants were removed from the UBSGNT*. 
It is apparent that the A rated variants are preserved in the UBSGNT*, 
while the C rated variants are eliminated. 

When a comparison is made between the particular type and number 
of variants dropped from the UBSGNT*“ and the type and number of 
variants added to the UBSGNT%, there is a direct correlation. It would 
appear as though the editorial committee altered the letter-rated variants 
in order that the perceived quality of text present in this latest edition 
might reflect an overall upgrade and new optimism. The result of this 
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upgrade affects the perceived quality of text, which is now granted a 
much higher degree of certainty than is found in any of the earlier 
UBSGNT editions. According to its textual apparatus, the UBSGNT* by 
far outweighs the quality and degree of certainty of the previous four 
UBSGNT editions. There exists a direct relationship between the addition 
and omission of letter-rated variants in this latest UBSGNT edition. 
Those variants that denote a higher degree of certainty (i.e. A and B 
ratings) have more representation in the UBSGNT* text, while those that 
denote a lower degree of certainty (i.e. C and D ratings) have less repre- 
sentation. As well, those variants that denote a higher degree of certainty 
are preserved in the UBSGNT* text, while those that denote a lower 
degree of certainty are more readily omitted. The following chart 
provides the exact figures: 


Summary Comparing Variants Added and Variants Dropped from the UBSGNT* 


Variant Letter- Number of Variants Number of New 
Ratings Dropped in the Variants Added to the 
UBSGNT‘ UBSGNT‘4 


A 23 (8%) 168 (59%) 
B 99 (33%) 62 (22%) 
C 162 (54%) 55 (19%) 
D 16 (5%) 0 (0%) 


Totals 285 

Lists of Variants Added and Dropped Out of the UBSGNT* 

The following lists record every variant that is either added or dropped 
out of the UBSGNT* edition. Occasionally a variant reference will 
include a superscript number after its citation. This number corresponds 
to the reference listings in Appendix I, not with the reference listings of 
the UBSGNT*. For example, in the first list, the first added variant is 
Mt. 11.2?. The superscript numeral ‘2’ indicates that there are at least 
two variants located in Mt. 11.2, and that the specific variant being 
referred to here is the second reference. By locating this second refer- 
ence in the charts of Appendix I, one can observe a slash mark ‘/’ for all 
editions prior to the UBSGNT"“, indicating that this variant was not pre- 
sent in any previous UBSGNT edition. However, in the UBSGNT* a B 
letter-rating is recorded, thus designating the new addition of this second 
reference. 
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D = 0 added 
= 5 TOTAL 
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Total Number of 
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A = 168 
B = 62 
C=55 
D=0 
= 285 TOTAL 
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14.18 (C-B) 
14.19! (C) 
14,192 (C) 
15.72 (B) 
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15.23! (B) 
17.14 (B) 
17.272 (C) 
17.30 (C) 
18.19 (C) 
18.21-22 (B) 
19.2 (B) 
20.5 (C) 
20.13 (B-C) 
21.20 (B) 
21.23 (D) 
22.13 (C) 
23.20 (C) 
23.28 (C) 
24.15 (B-A) 
25.13 (B) 
27.27 (D) 
27.34 (B) 
28.14 (C) 
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Variants Dropped from the UBSGNT 4__Continued 
Romans B = 0 dropped 2 Timothy = 1 TOTAL 
+ 1.72 (B) C = 1 dropped * 2.22 (C) 
* 2.2 (B) D = 0 dropped * 48 (C) 2 John 
* 3.9 (B) = 1 TOTAL * ONO CHANGE 
* 3.26 (C) A = 0 dropped 
* 5.12 (C) Ephesians B = 0 dropped 3 John 
+ 5.17 B) * §.20 (C) C = 2 dropped * 1.3 (C) 
* 6.16 (C) D = 0 dropped 
* 7.6 (B) A =0 dropped =2 TOTAL = 0 dropped 
¢ 7.23 (B) B = 0 dropped = 0 dropped 
* 8.11 (D) C = 1 dropped Titus = 1 dropped 
* 8.342 (C) D = 0 dropped * ONO CHANGE = 0 dropped 
* 10.5! (C) = 1 TOTAL = 1 TOTAL 
* 10.52 (C) Philemon 
« 10.9 (B) Philippians * ONO CHANGE Jude 
* 11.16 (B) «= 2.2 (B) * 0 NO CHANGE 
* 13.5 (B) - 24 ®B) Hebrews 
* 14.16 (C) ¢ 3.121 (B) * 11.41 (C) Revelation 
* 15.23 (B) * 3.21 (B) * 11.42 (C) ° 2.2 (C) 
* 16.72 (C) * 13.212 (C) *« 2.10' (C) 
* 16.27! (C) A =0 dropped * 2.107 (C) 
B = 4 dropped A =0 dropped * 2.13! (C) 
A = 0 dropped C = 0 dropped B = 0 dropped * 2.132 (C) 
B = 10 dropped D = 0 dropped C = 3 dropped ¢ 2,23 (B) 
C = 9 dropped = 4 TOTAL D = 0 dropped * 3.2 (C) 
D = 1 dropped =3 TOTAL « 47(C) 
= 20 TOTAL Colossians * 5.1 (B) 
* 2.12 (C) * 5.4 (C) 
1 Corinthians ¢ = 1,27 (B) * 6.3 (C) 
* 2.14 (B-C) A=0 dropped * 64 (C) 
* 3.10 (C) B = 0 dropped A = 0 dropped * 6.82 (C) 
« 4171) C = 1 dropped B = 1 dropped * 6.11 (C) 
* 5.13 (C) D = 0 dropped C =0 dropped * 6.12 (B) 
* 7.13 (D) = 1 TOTAL D = 0 dropped * 7.12 (C) 
* 8.2 (B) = 1 TOTAL * 8.8 (C) 
* 8.32 (C) I Thessalonians * 9.7 (C) 
* 10.10 (C) * $5.21 (C) 1 Peter * 9,20 (C) 
* 14.19 (C-B) + 4.12 (B) * 9.21 (C) 
* 14.37 (C) A =0 dropped * 43 (B) * 10.7 (C) 
* 14.39 (D) B = 0 dropped * 5.14" (C) * 11.19 (C) 
C = 1 dropped * 13.8 (C) 
A= 0 dropped D = 0 dropped A = 0 dropped « 14.5 (C) 
B = 2 dropped = 1 TOTAL B = 2 dropped * 14.19 (C) 
C =7 dropped C= 1 dropped * 15.4 (C) 
D = 2 dropped 2 Thessalonians D = 0 dropped © 16.18 (C) 
= 11 TOTAL * 2.82 (C) =3 TOTAL * 18.8 (C) 
* 18.11 (C) 
2 Corinthians A = 0 dropped 2 Peter * 215 ©) 
© 2.7(C) B = 0 dropped * 2.21 (C) * 22.21% (C) 
* 8.19! (D) C = 1 dropped 
« 9.12 (B) D = 0 dropped A =0 dropped A = 0 dropped 
¢ 12.10 (C) = 1 TOTAL B = 0 dropped B = 3 dropped 
C= 1 dropped C = 28 dropped 
A = 0 dropped 1 Timothy D = 0 dropped D = 0 dropped 
B = 1 dropped * 1.12 (B) = 1 TOTAL = 31 TOTAL 
C = 2 dropped 
D = | dropped A= 0 dropped I John Total Number Variants 
=4 TOTAL B = 1 dropped ° 2.17 (C-B) Dropped in UBSGNT* 
C = 0 dropped A = 23 
Galatians D = 0 dropped A= 0 dropped B= 99 
* 613(C) = 1 TOTAL B = 1 dropped C = 162 
C= 0 dropped D=16 
A = 0 dropped D =0 dropped = 300 TOTAL 
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The list that follows represents the extent of variants added to or 
removed from any of the UBSGNT editions prior to the UBSGNT*. 
When compared with the previous two lists based upon the UBSGNT*“, 
this final list clearly reveals that there is a much lower degree of variant 
addition and omission in the first four UBSGNT editions. It appears that 
all editions prior to the UBSGNT* make use of an almost standard set of 
variants to represent their texts, while the UBSGNT* greatly modifies 
this.*! 


Variants Added or Dropped in Editions Prior to the UBSGNT* 


Luke 9.55 Dropped after UBSGNT!: C—(consistent C) 

Luke 9.55-56 Added into UBSGNT? and on: C—A UBSGNT*— 
(2 step upgrade) 

Luke 22.42 Dropped after UBSGNT*: C—(consistent C) 

Luke 22.43-44 Added into UBSGNT? and on: C—A UBSGNT*— 
(2 step upgrade) 

Luke 24.533 In UBSGNT? and UBSGNT?°™: no rating 

John 18.13 Dropped out of UBSGNT*: no previous rating 

John 21.24 Dropped after UBSGNT*: no previous rating 

John 21.25 Added into UBSGNT? and on: no rating 

1 Peter 3.182 Dropped after UBSGNT*: C—(consistent C) 

Concluding Summary 


This second section of Chapter 2 has provided incontestable support and 
clear verification of the conclusions arrived at in Section | of this same 
chapter. Both sections uphold the following: (1) A rated variants show a 
large degree of increase in the UBSGNT*, (2) B ratings increase slightly, 
but overall remain fairly consistent in number; (3) C ratings drop exten- 
sively in the UBSGNT*; (4) D ratings fall to almost non-existent levels, 
and thereby partially constitute an unnecessary classification in the United 
Bible Societies’ evaluation of evidence letter-ratings; and (5) based upon 
the increase and preservation of A and B letter-ratings, and the decrease 
and elimination of C and D letter-ratings, the UBSGNT editorial com- 
mittee clearly insinuates that the text of the UBSGNT* is much more 
incontestable, much more reliable, and much more certain than the text 
present in the earlier editions of the UBSGNT. It is apparent that a 
revolutionary change has been introduced into the critical apparatus 
letter-ratings for a large number of variants contained in the UBSGNT*. 


31. All bracketed statements such as ‘(consistent C)’ or ‘(2 step upgrade)’ refer to 
specific categories that are developed and further explained in Section 3 of this 
chapter. 
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3. Analysis of Variant Letter-Ratings (A, B, C, D) as Compared 
throughout All UBSGNT Editions and within Each Biblical Book 


In the first section of Chapter 2, an analysis was made based upon vari- 
ant ratings as they appeared in each particular edition and each particu- 
lar book. This third section places the previous data into the context of 
totals as seen, once again, in each book. However, at this point a com- 
parison is made of the variant ratings as they occur throughout all the 
UBSGNT editions and within each biblical book. By developing various 
categories of fluctuation and change, one is able to comprehend the type 
of manipulations that have taken place in each specific book. It should 
be noted that this analysis shows general trends rather than specific 
changes in each edition. In other words, each variant is examined and 
the general trend of rating fluctuation within a variant is discovered. The 
variant in Mt. 9.8 serves as an example. In the UBSGNT' there is a 
B rating. In the UBSGNT? there is a B rating. In the UBSGNT? there is 
a B rating. In the UBSGNT*°°™ there is, again, a B rating. And in the 
UBSGNT%, this B rating is changed to an A rating. Therefore, rather 
than list all five specific letter grades, one can deduce that Mt. 9.8, 
climbing from a B rating to an A rating, exhibits a general trend of one 
step increase throughout all five editions. To observe the exact alter- 
ations Appendix I can be consulted, as this section is based upon the 
charts in that appendix, and also the statistics of Appendix III. The fol- 
lowing categories of fluctuation have been developed to aid analysis: 


¢ Number of Variants with Ratings Improving One Step: this cate- 
gory simply indicates passages that have shown an overall increase 
of one letter-rating throughout all UBSGNT editions. Therefore, the 
only possibilities that exist are D to C rating changes, C to B rating 
changes, and B to A rating changes. 


* Number of Variants with Ratings Improving Two Steps: this cate- 
gory indicates variant ratings that have improved two letter-grades 
throughout all UBSGNT editions. The two possibilities here are 
D to B rating changes and C to A rating changes. 


* Number of Variants with Ratings Improving Three Steps: this final 
category showing improving trends deals with variants that have 
jumped three letter-grades throughout all UBSGNT editions. There 
is only one possibility, D ratings that have been upgraded to A 
ratings. 
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Number of Variants with Ratings Decreasing One Step: the next 
three categories are the converse of the previous three. This specific 
category represents variant ratings that have decreased by one 
letter. The three possibilities that exist here are A to B rating 
changes, B to C rating changes, and C to D rating changes. 


Number of Variants with Ratings Decreasing Two Steps: this 
classification records variants that decrease by two letter grades. 
There are two options: A to C rating changes, and B to D rating 
changes. There are actually no UBSGNT variants that decrease by 
two steps. However, this information was not known at the onset of 
the investigation. For the sake of completeness this category has 
been retained within the following evaluation. 


Number of Variants with Ratings Decreasing Three Steps: this final 
decreasing category depicts variant ratings that fall three letter 
grades in total. There is only one option, A rated variants that fall to 
D rated variants. As in the above category, there are no UBSGNT 
variants that characterize this group. It, too, has been included for 
the same reason as mentioned above. 


Number of Variants with Consistent Ratings throughout All 
Occurring Editions: the definitive word that explains this category 
is ‘consistent’. In order for a variant to be recorded here, it must 
maintain the same rating in all UBSGNT editions in which it 
occurs. This does not necessarily mean that the consistent variant 
rating must exist in all five editions. It must only remain constant 
throughout all the editions in which it is listed. Each of the four 
letter ratings (A, B, C, and D) are represented.** 


Number of Variants with Fluctuating Ratings: a fluctuating variant 
is a variant that consists of three or more letter-ratings that could be 
defined as non-sequential, non-successive, non-consecutive, or 
random in nature. The following two groups of letter-ratings would 
be considered fluctuating variants: C-D-C; B-D-C. The next two 
groups would not be categorized as fluctuating variants due to their 
consecutive nature: D-C-B; A-B-C. Instead, the first group of let- 
ters in this last example would be categorized as a variant improv- 
ing two steps, and the second group would be recorded as a variant 
decreasing by two steps. Fluctuating variants are a unique class of 


34. Fora further example of this category, consult n. 41 below. 
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ratings (due to this uniqueness, a complete list of all the fluctuating 
variants within the UBSGNT editions has been included near the 
end of this section). Often there is astonishing oscillation within 
variant letter-ratings. At times it appears that the UBSGNT editorial 
committee contradicts previous decisions. One particular example 
of astonishing fluctuation can be seen in Jas 4.14. Here the variant 
is changed from a D rating to a C rating, back to a D rating, and 
then finally, again to a C rating. At the least, the committee had an 
extremely difficult time coming to a point of unanimity as they 
edited the various editions. In fact, numerous fluctuating variants 
are also recorded as exceptional variants (to be discussed later) 
because of their peculiar nature. 


¢ Number of New Variants Added to the UBSGNT*: based upon the 
discussion and statistics of Section 2, this category simply records 
the number of new letter-rated variants (i.e. variants that have an A, 
B, C, or D letter-rating) that have been added to the UBSGNT*. 
This statistic is important because it more accurately reflects the 
modifications made to the UBSGNT* letter-ratings. This is done by 
detailing those variant ratings that have not actually been changed, 
but instead, have been newly added into the apparatus of the 
UBSGNT‘“. The addition of ratings occurs because a new variant, 
along with its letter-rating, has been freshly included into the 
UBSGNT* apparatus. See the previous section (Section 2) entitled 
‘Variants that Have Been Newly Added or Dropped Out of the 
UBSGNT”’, and more specifically the discussion concerning 
‘Number of New Variants Added to the UBSGNT”. 


¢ Number of Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT*: based upon 
the discussion and statistics of Section 2, this category contains 
letter-rated variants that have been withdrawn from the UBSGNT*. 
The passages that are recorded in this category are not included in 
the following ‘Total Number of Variants Cited’ category.*° For a 


35. There are only two reasons why a variant would not appear in all five 
UBSGNT editions: (1) it is a new variant that has been added at some point (almost 
always into the UBSGNT*. See the final small chart pertaining to added and dropped 
variants in editions other than the UBSGNT* located in Section 2 of this chapter), or 
(2) it is an old variant that has been dropped. Therefore, if a variant does not occur in 
all five editions it is placed in the category of either ‘Number of New Variants Added 
to the UBSGNT”’, or ‘Number of Old Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT*’. If 
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brief explanation and list of these passages see the preceding section 
(Section 2) entitled ‘Variants that Have Been Newly Added or 
Dropped Out of the UBSGNT*’, and more specifically the dis- 
cussion concerning ‘Number of Variants Dropped Out of the 
UBSGNT™’. 


* Total Number of Variants Cited: this final category simply adds all 
the other categories together (excluding the ‘Number of Variants 
Dropped Out of the UBSGNT” due to reasons explained in n. 35). 
The figures recorded here express the number of total variants 
cited in the particular book throughout all UBSGNT editions. This 
total includes all new additions and omissions as well. 


In Appendix ITI, if a variant does not characterize or fit into a specific 
category, or when it is uncertain where the variant should be included, it 
is listed by its biblical reference and placed in the most appropriate cate- 
gory. For example, Lk. 9.55 only occurs as a C rated variant in the 
UBSGNT". Therefore, it is specifically listed under the category 
‘Number of Variants with Consistent Ratings throughout All Occurring 
Editions’, although it only appears in one edition (this variant is also 
included in the category ‘Number of Variants Dropped Out of. the 


the variant is included in the ‘Number of Old Variants Dropped Out of the 
UBSGNT™,, it is again recorded in the category in which it would most appropri- 
ately fit (this is often the ‘Consistent Variant’ statistic). Therefore, the totals for the 
category ‘Number of Old Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT™ are not included 
in the category ‘Total Number of Variants Cited’, because these variants would then 
be counted twice. Two examples should help explain this point. Because the variant 
at Mt. 3.12 is removed from the UBSGNT%, it is placed in the category ‘Number of 
Old Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT*. This variant also receives a consistent 
C rating in the four previous editions, and is added to the category ‘Number of 
Consistent Ratings throughout All Occurring Editions’. Bearing this in mind, the 
totals for the category ‘Number of Old Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT“’ are 
not included in the final category ‘Total Number of Variants Cited’, because then 
Mt. 3.12 would be counted twice. In other words, each old variant that has been 
dropped from the UBSGNT* is also recorded in one other applicable category, 
therefore, it is not necessary to include the ‘Number of Old Variants Dropped Out of 
the UBSGNT® into the total number of variants cited as they would all be counted 
twice. Mt. 16.20 is only present in the UBSGNT* and is, therefore, placed in the 
category ‘Number of New Variants Added to the UBSGNT*. This category is 
included in the ‘Total Number of Variants Cited’ statistic because it has no previous 
history that can be used for delineation. 


112 Textual Optimism 


UBSGNT™“’, but is placed into the above-mentioned category according 
to the explanation provided in n. 35). Another variant occurring in 
Lk. 9.55-56 is not present in the UBSGNT", but climbs from a C rating 
to an A rating in the four later editions. Consequently, it is specifically 
recorded in the category ‘Number of Variants with Ratings Improving 
Two Steps’. This specific recording of variants is not possible in these 
charts, therefore, Appendix III can be referred to for these details. 

Each category discussed above is represented in the following chart 
by a vertical column. When appropriate, the specific letter-rating 
possibilities are listed directly beneath the category heading. For 
example, under the category heading ‘Number of Variants with Ratings 
Improving One Step’, the three rating possibilities occur (these being D- 
C, C-B, and B-A increases). As in the charts of Section 1, each biblical 
book is designated a horizontal row. By moving across the chart 
horizontally from left to right, the reader can determine the number of 
passages that characterize any given category.” The final horizontal row 
of this chart records the grand total figures of each column, and in many 
cases, the figures for each rating possibility within any given category. 
This total is calculated by simply adding together the numbers present in 
each vertical column. 


36. One should keep in mind that these numbers do not represent individual 
letter-ratings as in the other charts. Instead, these numbers denote the fluctuating 
trend of each variant’s various letter-ratings as they occur successively in all the 
UBSGNT editions together and within each biblical book. Again, these figures are 
based solely upon letter-rated passages. 


Analysis of Variant Letter-Ratings (A, B, C, D) as Compared throughout 
All Editions and within Each Particular Book—Chart 3 


Biblical Number of Variants|Number of Variants|Number of Variants\|Number of Variants|Number of Variants|Number of Variants 


Book with Ratings with Ratings with Ratings with Ratings with Ratings with Ratings 
Improving One |Improving Two Steps| Improving Three |Decreasing One Step} Decreasing Two | Decreasing Three 
Step Steps Steps Steps 


D-B C-A D-A A-B  B-C CD A-C B-D AD 
Matthew 4 0 
Mark 6 
Luke 13 
John 6 
Acts 11 
Romans 


1 Corinthians 
2 Corinthians 


19 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 ) 

6 1 1 0 10 4 2 0 0 0 

20 9 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 1 5 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 

24 4 6 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

0 16 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

3 7 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

2 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Galatians 4 2 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ephesians 1 4 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Philippians 1 4 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Colossians 5 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 Thessalonians | 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
2 Thessalonians | 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 Timothy 0 1 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 Timothy 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Titus 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Philemon 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hebrews 4 10 10 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
James 1 4 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 Peter 1 4 7 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 Peter 3 4 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 John 1 > 10 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 John 0 2 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 John 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Jude 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Revelation 3 26 10 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 3 0 0 0 


Grand Totals 


Biblical Number of Variants Number of Number of New Number of Variants Total Number 
Book with Consistent Variants with Variants Added Dropped Out of the of Variants 
Ratings throughout Fluctuating Ratings to the UBSGNT* Referenced 
All Occurring Editions 


> 


Cc 
Matthew 

Mark 

Luke 

John 

Acts 

Romans 

I Corinthians 
2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 

1 Thessalonians 
2 Thessalonians 
1 Timothy 

2 Timothy 
Titus 

Philemon 
Hebrews 

James 

1 Peter 

2 Peter 

1 John 


FBPKHOOOrHrocoococoCoCoCCOOORP BUNWNwW- Al 
KOSCORPRKPOWH SCOSOSCOTOSCONKANAWWNUYGS 
NAUSCOCUWNAA-TCONSCHHEUWVOUUARHTDw.HKS 
NOSOONNAHKHOSCTCONK SONNSCOKWNACOCN OID 
NOCOCKPONHWODOH OK HKHNANNWANDNAIA 
ecooeoocscooceooseoscocooOoOoO SoC OUR awl> 
SSsecoscoOScCoOSCO CSCO OCOCC OC OR NE NN ON HID 


RoH CoH H-SCwoconoen He amore nruse 


7 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
1 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
1 


WoOooOerOCOnKOCCcCocK OoOcOROCHrN 


ROSCOHONUHKH COOH OF NAMED 
Bw Cn ancoyd ve wnwnwwr 


Revelation 
Grand Totals?’ 168 62 55 23 «99 «16216 1731 


Total = 285°8 Total = 300 (UBS4 (1437 or 1438 in 
states 273) the UBSGNT4)*° 


sloooccocococecoocoocooocoocooocoeocoocol!y 


Notes to Chart 3 


37. If any figure in this chart shows a discrepancy with the UBSGNT Committee’s figures, it is footnoted and discussed. All figures were 
checked at least three times when a discrepancy was revealed. This often involved recalculating the statistics of an entire section. The following 
explanations also provide insight into the discrepancies existing in these figures: (1) in defining their numerical additions and deletions, the 
UBSGNT committee has used the term ‘passages’ (see p. 2* of the UBSGNT“ Introduction). Discrepancies may result because this term denotes 
an actual biblical passage that may include more than one variant; (2) this chapter provides statistics only for passages that have been ascribed a 
letter-rating. If a variant has not been given this rating, it will not appear in these charts or the statistics. 

38. When the four totals recorded in this category (168, 62, 55, 0) are added together, the calculation comes to 285 new variants added to 
the UBSGNT* (i.e. 168 [A] + 62 [B] + 55 [C] + 0 [D] = 285). On p. 2* of the UBSGNT* Introduction, 284 new passages are said to be added. 
The statistical differences between this chart and the totals given in the UBSGNT* are negligible. However, although the discrepancy here is 
minor, one can consult the list of ‘New Variants Added to the UBSGNT*, in Section B of this chapter, in order to examine the exact passages 
included in this tally. 

39. On p. 2* of the UBSGNT*, we are told that 273 ‘passages’ were removed. Again, the first point in n. 37 above may account for some, if 
not all, of the discrepancy here. However, one may wish to consult the list entitled ‘Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT™, in Section B of this 
chapter, in order to examine the actual 300 omitted variants. 

40. On p. v of the preface to the UBSGNT*, the total number of variants given is 1437. Again, on p. 2* of the Introduction, 1438 passages 
are said to be the scope of the apparatus. It is uncertain whether the term ‘passage’ refers to individual variants or to actual biblical passages 
where variants occur. Regardless, the reason for this minor discrepancy within the UBSGNT* is not explained and is, therefore, uncertain. 
However, the figure given here in Chart 3 is 1731 total variants cited. It should be kept in mind that the number here indicates all variants 
examined within all editions, not just the UBSGNT*. This includes variants that may have only occurred in one edition and were later removed. 
Therefore, in all the UBSGNT editions combined, a total of 1731 letter-rated passages have been dealt with (this figure does not include unrated 
passages which provide little information for this chapter). In Section 1 of this chapter, the total number of variants recorded in the UBSGNT* 
comes to 1431 (514 [A] + 541 [B] + 367 [C] + 9 [D] = 1431). As recorded immediately above, the UBSGNT* committee claims there are either 
1437 or 1438 variant passages. The discrepancy here (between 1431 or 1437-38 variant passages) may well be due to any number of the above 
explanations, yet it should be noted that this difference is negligible and has no sizable effect whatsoever upon the conclusions of this 
monograph. 
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By focusing attention upon the grand total figures calculated in this 
chart, we can evaluate what categories occur most frequently, and what 
specific trends develop throughout the UBSGNT editions. Although this 
chart does not add further conclusive evidence to the discussion regard- 
ing individual ratings, along with Section 2 it does detail more precisely 
the specific type of rating fluctuations. 

The first category documents one-step improvement. C-B variant 
increases are most common (258). This is followed by B-A variant 
increases (189). And occurring to a much lower extent are D-C variant 
increases (68). The second category records two-step increase, and is 
characterized by a greater number of C-A rating improvements (52) 
over D-B improvements (29). The third category of increase details 
three-step D-A variant fluctuations. Although there are only two vari- 
ants that fall under this category (Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44 both undergo 
this three-step D-A increase), the extensive nature of upgrading that 
occurs in these passages warrants closer examination. This will take 
place in Chapter 3 (see also the ‘Exceptional Variant List’ near the end 
of this section for passages that experience further exceptional change). 

Categories of decrease show different results. For one-step decreases, 
B-C and A-B variant digression is similar (14 and 13 respectively), while 
C-D changes lag behind (3). But one cannot help noticing the difference 
between improving variants (68 + 258 + 189 + 29 + 52 + 2 = 598) and 
decreasing variants (13 + 14 + 3 = 30). There is a vast gap that sepa- 
rates the totals of these two groups (598 — 30 = 568). Once again, this 
points to an overall upgrade in the UBSGNT* text. Neither two-step nor 
three-step decreases occur in the UBSGNT editions. 

The category, ‘Number of Variants with Consistent Ratings...’, 
reveals some interesting figures. Leading this field by far are consistent 
C variants (A = 121, B = 262, C = 368, D = 22). Within Section A 
above, we saw a dramatic drop in C rated passages within the 
UBSGNT*. Yet when the number of consistent C variants seen through- 
out all editions (368) is compared to the total number of C variants in 
the UBSGNT* (367), one may conclude that many C rated passages left 
in the UBSGNT* remain as variants that have held their consistency 
throughout all editions (these can be called ‘natural C variants’).*! 


41. Aconsistent variant does not have to occur in all five UBSGNT editions. As 
long as a letter-rated passage remains constant in its ratings throughout all editions 
within which it is recorded, that passage can be categorized as a consistent variant. 
Therefore, a variant that appears in only two editions, but has a C rating in both, 
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Fluctuating variants have already been explained above. Suffice it to 
say that there are 45 fluctuating variants in total. A detailed list docu- 
menting the general trends of fluctuation within each of these variants 
follows below. Another category of interesting statistics focuses upon 
new variant additions. As seen in the previous section, this grouping 
argues that there has been an overall upgrade in the quality of the 
UBSGNT text (keeping in mind that most of these additions occur in the 
UBSGNT"“). The category ‘Number of New Variants Added’ consists 
overwhelmingly of A rated variants (168), followed by B rated variants 
(62), C rated variants (55), and lastly, D rated variants (0). The number 
of new A and B ratings (230) compared to the number of new C and D 
ratings (55) shows considerable support of an improving textual tradition 
within the UBSGNT editions, especially the UBSGNT*. 

By comparing the number and type of variants dropped out of the 
UBSGNT* (A = 23, B = 99, C = 162, D = 16, total = 300) with the 
number of variants added to the UBSGNT* (A = 168, B = 62, C = 55, 
D = 0, total = 285), although one notices that there have been slightly 
more variants dropped than added, the more important trend to observe 
concerns the increasing UBSGNT* textual certainty. This is seen by the 
higher preservation of A rated variants and the greater omission of 
C rated variants. The final category simply records the total number of 
variants cited (1731). 

Chart 3 provides valuable information in the development of two fur- 
ther classifications. Each of the two areas appears as a list. The first list, 
of which much has already been said, presents fluctuating variants. One 
can consult the previous discussion and category explanations to com- 
plement this following inventory. The second list presents exceptional 
variants. A definition of this category begins directly after the 
Fluctuating Variant List. 


would be considered consistent. Several of the consistent C variants recorded in this 
total (368) are not present as variants in the UBSGNT“, but instead existed in other 
editions. However, a large number of consistent C variants do carry on into the 
UBSGNT“. In the light of this, when we see a C rating in this last edition, it is often 
a consistent variant. 
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Fluctuating Variants” 
Matthew (10) Acts (3) Ephesians (2) 1 Peter (0) 
© 5.11 (C-D-C) © 2.16 (C-D-B) ® 4,28 (C-D-C) 
© 5.32 (B-C-B) © 3.6 (B-D-C) © 5.19 (B-C-B) 2 Peter (1) 
¢ 6.15 (C-D-C) © 4.6 (B-C-A) ® 2.11 (C-D-C) 
© 11.9 (B-C-B) Philippians (0) 
@ 11.23 (C-D-C) Romans (6) I John (A) 
® 16.2-3 (C-D-C) © 3.25 (B-D-C) Colossians (0) © 3.19 (C-D-C) 
© 19.9a (B-C-B) © 5.6 (C-D-C) 
* 19.9b (B-C-B) © 8.2 (C-D-B) 1 Thessalonians (0) 2 John (0) 
© 20.30 (C-D-C) © 9.4 (B-C-B) 
© 23.38 (B-C-B) © 11.31 (B-D-C) 2 Thessalonians (0) 3 John (0) 
© 15.33 (A-B-A) 
Mark (5) 1 Timothy (0) Jude (0) 
© 1.41 (C-D-B) 1 Corinthians (2) 
* 5,21 (B-D-C) © 1.14 (B-D-C) 2 Timothy (0) Revelation (1) 
* 6.20 (C-D-C) © 10.9 (B-C-B) © 13.15 (C-D-C) 
© 6.23 (C-D-C) Titus (0) 
© 10.7 (C-D-C) 2 Corinthians (4) 
© 3.2 (B-C-A) Philemon (0) Total Fluctuating 
Luke (2) ® 7.8 (C-D-C) Variants = 45 
® 11.11 (B-C-B) ® 12.1a(B-C-A) Hebrews (1) 
© 22.17-20(B-C-B) © 12.1b (B-C-A) © 3.2 (C-D-C) 
John (3) Galatians (1) James (3) 
© 3.13 (A-C-B) © 1.15 (B-D-C) © 1,17 (B-C-B) 
® 7.10 (B-D-C) ° 3.3 (C-D-C) 
© 9.4 (C-D-C) © 4.14 (D-C-D-C) 


Exceptional Variant List 

An exceptional variant is defined by the following parameters: (1) the 
variant contains a rating that increases or decreases by at least two letter 
grades, (2) the variant contains irregular fluctuating ratings involving at 
least three differing letters, or (3) the variant consists of fluctuating rat- 
ings that repeatedly contradict previous editorial decisions made in ear- 
lier editions.’ The subsequent list of 98 exceptional variants is significant 
in that it presents the passages that experience the greatest modification 


42. This list shows general trends rather than exact changes as seen throughout 
each edition. Instead of recording all five ratings given in each UBSGNT edition, 
this list represents the basic movement of the variant. 

43. Once again, there are no variants in the UBSGNT editions that decrease by 
two or more letter-ratings. But for the sake of inclusiveness these categories have 
been retained. The following ratings would not be considered exceptional because 
they do not increase by at least two letter grades or contain three differing letters: B- 
A-B; C-C-B. The next two examples would be considered exceptional because they 
do contain either three differing letters or an increase of at least two letter grades: D- 
C-B, C-A. The following fluctuating variants are also considered exceptional because 
they possess either three differing letters or repeatedly contradict previous variant 
ratings: B-D-C; D-C-D-C. 
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and alteration within the UBSGNT tradition. This list acts as the basis for 
determining the two most notable passages of exception that will be 
dealt with in Chapter 3 (these being Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44). Occasion- 
ally a variant reference will include a superscript number after its cita- 
tion. This number corresponds to the reference listings in Appendix I, 
not to the reference listings of the UBSGNT*. For example, the first 
variant in the list is Mt. 14.3*. The superscript numeral ‘2’ indicates that 
there are at least two variants located in Mt. 14.3, and that the specific 
variant being referred to here is the second reference. 


Exceptional Variants 


Matthew (1) Acts (14) Galatians (1) I Peter (6) 
® = 14,32 (C-B-A) ® 1,11 (C-A) ¢ 1.15 (B-D-C) ® 1.7 (C-B-A) 
® 2.16 (C-D-B) ® 1.221 (C-A) 
Mark (4) © 2.18! (C-A) Ephesians (2) ¢ 3.18! (D-B) 
* 1.41 (C-D-B) @ 2.44 (D-A) © 5.22 (D-C-B) @ 3.21 (C-A) 
® 5.211 (B-D-C) *® 3.6 (B-D-C) © 6.12 (D-B) ® 5.112 (C-A) 
® 10.19 (C-A) ® 4.6 (B-C-A) ® 5.142 (C-A) 
® 13.33 (D-C-B) ® 10.30(D-B) Philippians (2) 
© =13.332(D-B) ° 1.11 (C-B-A) 2 Peter (2) 
Luke (19) © 17.26 (D-B) © 1.14 (D-B) ¢ 1.3 (D-B) 
e 6.41 (C-A) © 17.27! (C-A) © 2.133(D-C-B) 
® 6.10 (C-A) © 17.28 (C-A) Colossians (0) 
® 7.10 (C-A) ® 21.1 (C-A) I John (3) 
© ~=7.39 (C-A) © 22.26 (C-B-A) / Thessalonians (0) © = =2.20 (D-B) 
® 9,55-56 (C-A) ®  24,6-8 (D-B) ® 3.5 (C-A) 
© = 12.27 (D-B) 2 Thessalonians (1) © 3.14 (C-A) 
* 19.25(D-C-A) Romans (8) © 3.18 (C-A) 
© 22.43-44 (C-A) ¢ 3.25 (B-D-C) 2 John (1) 
© 22.62 (C-A) ® 5.1 (C-A) 1 Timothy (2) ¢ 1.3 (C-B-A) 
® 23.15 (C-A) © 8.2 (C-D-B) © 6.7 (C-A) 
® 23.34 (C-A) ® 8.21 (C-A) © 6.21 (C-A) 3 John (0) 
© 24.3 (D-B) ® 8,23 (C-A) : 
© 24.6 (D-B) ¢ 11.31 (B-D-C) 2 Timothy (0) Jude (0) 
© 24.12 (D-B) ® 13.1 (C-A) 
® 24,36 (D-B) © 16.272(C-A) Titus (0) Revelation (6) 
© 24.40 (D-B) ® 5.9 (C-A) 
© 24.471 (D-B) 1 Corinthians (4) Philemon (0) © 5.102 (C-A) 
© 24.51 (D-B) © 1.13 (C-B-A) © 6.17 (C-A) 
© 24.52 (D-B) © 1.14(B-D-C) Hebrews (3) ® 13.17 (C-A) 
® §11.291(C-A) © = 12.18 (D-C-B) © 20.9 (C-A) 
John (8) ® 11.292(C-A) © ~—:13.213 (C-B-A) © 21.3! (D-B) 
© 3.13 (A-C-B) ® 13.25 (C-A) 
° 649 (C-A) 2 Corinthians (6) 
* 7.10 (B-D-C) * 1.10! (D-B) James (5) 
© 8.162 (C-A) © 1.12 (D-B) ® 1.3 (C-B-A) 
® 8.34 (C-A) * 3.2 (B-C-A) ® 4,12 (C-B-A) 
® 12.8 (C-A) ® 12.11 (B-C-A) © 4.14! (D-C-B) 
® 12.32 (D-B) © 12.12 (B-C-A) © 4,143(D-C-D-C) Total Exceptional 
© 13.37 (C-A) ° 12.72 (D-C-B) ° 5.20! (D-C-B) Variants = 98 


44. This list shows general trends, not the exact changes as seen throughout each 
UBSGNT edition. Rather than recording all five ratings given in each UBSGNT edi- 
tion, this list represents the basic movement of the variant. 
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Concluding Summary 
Although this third section of Chapter 2 still leaves one unable to make 
judgments pertaining to the legitimacy or inconsistency of the editorial 
changes made in the UBSGNT“, a closer examination of the evidence, 
based upon various categories of letter-rating fluctuation, has more pre- 
cisely revealed the nature of these alterations. First, there are a greater 
number of variants with improving or upgraded letter-ratings (598) over 
against variants with decreasing or downgraded letter-ratings (30) in the 
UBSGNT™. Secondly, there are a greater number of new A rated vari- 
ants added to the UBSGNT* (168) than any other group of newly added 
letter-rated variants (B = 62, C= 55, D=0). Along these same lines, the 
total number of new A and B letter-rated variants (230) far exceeds the 
total number of new C and D letter-rated variants (55) added to the 
UBSGNT%™. Thirdly, there are more C rated variants removed from the 
UBSGNT* textual apparatus (162) than any of the three other letter- 
rating groups, or even the combined total of these three groups (A = 23, 
B=99, D = 16, Total = 138). This reveals that a greater number of A 
rated variants, rather than C rated variants, are preserved within the 
UBSGNT‘“. These three factors continue to confirm, along with the pre- 
vious sections of this chapter, that there has been an extensive upgrade 
in the quality of text presented in the UBSGNT‘“. Silva, evaluating the 
letter-rating upgrades for Romans to Galatians as recorded in the 
UBSGNT? and the UBSGNT*“, comes to the same conclusion. He states 
emphatically: 

{T]he rating for most passages has been raised. For Romans through 

Galatians, 19 passages were already given an A in the third edition and 

thus could not be raised. Out of the remaining 152 passages (206 minus 

19 As minus 35 deletions), a full 105 are given a higher evaluation, that 

is, 69 percent. Specifically, 15 were raised from D to C, 41 from C to B, 

and 37 from B to A; and, as if that were not enough, 2 passages were 

raised from D to B, and a full 10 from C to A! Out of the 43 variation 

units added to the fourth edition, no fewer than 24 are given an A. How 

radically different is the resulting complexion of the material can be seen 


by comparing the totals from the third and fourth editions: Third Fourth A 
20 93 B 62 64C 9955D252...*° 


45. Silva, ‘Symposium’, p. 352. Although Silva’s figures reveal a marginal dis- 
crepancy from, those calculated in this chapter, his main emphasis is more than 
clear—there has been a radical upgrade of the UBSGNT* letter-ratings. 
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4. Various Possible Reasons for the Rating Changes from 
Previous UBSGNT Editions to the UBSGNT* 


Progress within textual criticism is often painstakingly slow. In fact, 
some modern textual critics feel that the discipline is at a methodological 
interlude ‘between the grand achievement of Westcott-Hort and what- 
ever significant second act is to follow’.*® Although much of textual 
criticism’s present lack of forward momentum stems directly from the 
nature of the work at hand, perhaps another contributing factor is the 
discipline’s binding ties to past tradition. Epp comments upon this very 
point: 
Though textual criticism has shown itself to be—by its very nature—a 
highly conservative discipline, an overly cautious attitude when exploring 
theoretical issues will forestall the progress so urgently required in the 
field. We need to open some new windows, and—if possible—a few 
doors as well!*7 


It would appear that the UBSGNT* editorial committee took a similar 
type of maxim to heart. Whereas the previous discussion reveals clear 
evidence that the quality of text has been greatly upgraded in the 
UBSGNT%, this final section of Chapter 2 investigates the validity of 
these modifications and explores a number of possible reasons for the 
apparent upgrade. Are changes within the UBSGNT* justified? Has the 
UBSGNT editorial committee based their alterations on valid and verifi- 
able evidence? On the other hand, does a closer examination of this 
latest UBSGNT edition disclose an unfounded letter-rating upgrade that 
may, based upon the presented quality and certainty of the UBSGNT“, 
instill a false sense of security in the text? 

A substantial amount of criticism has been leveled at the variant letter- 
rating fluctuations seen among the UBSGNT editions. Concerning the 
first four editions, J.M. Ross states: 


Of course, every student of the NT has his own views on the probabilities 
of readings, but perhaps an impression may be recorded here—which 
remains in many instances in spite of the explanations in the committee’s 
[Metzger’s] Commentary—that often the editors have attached a high 
degree of probability (evaluation B or even A) to readings which others 
would consider much more doubtful or would even reject altogether.*® 


46. Epp, ‘The Twentieth-Century’, p. 84. 
47. Epp, ‘Significance of the Papyri’, p. 286. 
48. Ross, ‘The United Bible’, p. 118. Ross goes on to point out a number of 
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C.M. Martini, an editor of the UBSGNT since its second edition, attempts 
to justify the minor rating changes that take place in the UBSGN’ T? from 
the UBSGNT? (extremely minor when compared to the UBSGN T*). He 
states that changes in the ratings should not cause astonishment because: 


[I]t derives from the very nature of New Testament textual criticism, 
which, in many cases, has to deal with almost equally balanced arguments 
in favor of one variant or another. In these cases, more careful considera- 
tion of the external evidence, light thrown by a new papyrus or further 
study of the stylistic peculiarities of an author can lead one to choose as 
more probable a different reading from the one previously chosen.*? 


Although this type of response may hold credibility for the moderate 
number of changes made to the earlier UBSGNT editions, it is hardly 
acceptable when defending the extensive upgrades in the UBSGNT*, 
where ratings are increasing two and even three steps. These modifica- 
tions are not what one would call ‘equally balanced arguments’ that can 
simply be decided by ‘more careful consideration’. As Elliott critically 
concludes, immediately after citing Martini’s quotation, “While applaud- 
ing the editorial board for their flexibility in building up the text, we 
repeat our original criticism that the rating system is of little value to the 
translators or students for whom this text is aimed’.*° Elliott states 
further, ‘it is not usually apparent why this letter has been changed, even 
though the text [UBSGNT®?] remains identical with UBS?’.*! Any 
explanation supporting the UBSGNT* letter-rating upgrades will have to 
be established upon a much firmer foundation. The matter is, simply put, 
not as elementary in the UBSGNT*. Pertaining directly to the 
UBSGNT%“, perhaps the loudest voice to speak out against the letter- 
rating fluctuations and the entire system as a whole, is, once again, 
Elliott. He states: 


The bizarre and often criticized system of allocating rating letters to each 
variation unit has been preserved... The new editorial team voted on all 
the variation units and not merely on the ones new in this edition. As a 


specific variants in the UBSGNT? where the letter-ratings may be too highly ascribed. 
A few of his numerous examples are Mt. 1.16, 25; 6.28; 10.3; 23.14; and 27.49. 

49. C.M. Martini, review of Studies in New Testament and Early Christian 
Literature: Essays in Honor of Allen P. Wikgren in BT 25 (1974), pp. 150-52. It 
should also be noted that there have been no significant new papyri finds that throw 
light upon the UBSGNT? or following editions. 

50. Elliott, ‘The Third Edition’, p. 270. 

51. Elliott, ‘The Third Edition’, p. 270. 
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result many of the rating letters in UBS? have changed, thereby con- 
firming our already formed opinion about the arbitrariness of the whole 
procedure... Taking Matthew’s gospel as an example we have some B 
readings in UBS" transformed with a wave of the magician’s wand into 
an A reading... readings transmogrified from C-B... Upgrading from D- 
C... At Mark 1.41 we can witness a spectacular leap from D-B without 
any real change in the attestation... These rating letters are an unneces- 
sary intrusion. It seems unlikely that a translator (or student), able to read 
the critical apparatus would base his judgment on the arbitrary and fluc- 
tuating rating letters.*” 


Elsewhere, Elliott adds fuel to the fire by making the following comments: 


Such guidance [i.e. that given by the letter-ratings] may seem to be helpful 
to non-experts, but the fluctuations in the letters attached to the same vari- 
ant over the different editions is more likely to confuse the user than 
help... I doubt if a translator should set much store by the imprecise and 
fluctuating system to help him decide on the reliability of the printed text. 
If I were a free agent, able to part company with the UBS/NA text for my 
translation, I doubt if the editors’ volatile voting for A, B, C, or D would 
sway my interpretation of the apparatus at that point.” 


The United Bible Society provides various reasons for a variety of 
changes they have made to the UBSGNT“. For example, the committee 
explains that the actual text of the UBSGNT*°°™ and UBSGNT*“ has 
been modified in order to establish a single, shared text with Nestle- 
Aland in its 26th and 27th editions (see p. 1* of the UBSGNT“*). Changes 
to the citation of manuscripts, as well as the punctuation apparatus of 
the UBSGNT“ are also explained in similar fashion (see p. vi of the 
UBSGNT%). The Bible Society’s use of bracketed text, and the desig- 
nation of such texts with a C letter-rating, are again clarified (see p. 2* 
of the Introduction to the UBSGNT“). And one final example, elucida- 
tion is also given, although somewhat vaguely, regarding the removal 
and inclusion of variant passages (see pp. v and 2* of the Introduction to 
the UBSGNT"“). These kinds of modification are not strongly questioned, 
perhaps because they are usually well documented. But what clarifica- 
tion, if any, is given to vindicate the comprehensive revisions of variant 
letter-ratings? In order to formulate an opinion regarding this issue, one 
must explore several possible explanations that attempt to justify the 
upgrading of these variant letter-ratings. 


52. Elliott, “The Fourth Edition’, cols. 18-19. 
53. Elliott, “Two New Editions’, p. 495. On p. 496 of this same article, Elliott 
alludes to the letter-ratings as a ‘patronizing spoon-feeding’. 
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A Redefining of the Letter-Rating Levels 

The first possible justification deals with the definitions of the various 
ratings themselves. Have the A, B, C, and D variant rating levels been 
newly defined in the UBSGNT*? Or have they remained the same 
throughout all five UBSGNT editions? This is a question that the 
UBSGNT editorial committee addresses. On page v of the preface to the 
fourth edition, the following statement is made: ‘[T]he Committee also 
redefined the various levels in the evaluation of evidence on the basis of 
their relative degrees of certainty. Thus the evaluation of all the 1437 
sets of variants cited in the apparatus have been completely reconsid- 
ered.’ Again, on page vi of this same section, one further statement pro- 
vides a small amount of illumination pertaining to a redefinition of the 
various letter-ratings: ‘At that time [1981 at a meeting of the com- 
mittee] the decisions were made for eliminations and inclusions in the 
apparatus of variant readings, and also for reconsidering the evaluation 
of readings’. 

A closer look at these newly fashioned demarcations reveals the 
extent of variation that occurs between the first four UBSGNT editions 
and the UBSGNT*. The definitions for the A, B, C, and D letter-ratings 
are identical in the UBSGNT! to the UBSGNT*°"..*4 They are defined 
as follows: 


¢ the letter A signifies that the text is virtually certain 

¢ the letter B indicates that there is some degree of doubt 

e the letter C means that there is a considerable degree of doubt 
whether the text or the apparatus contains the superior reading 

* the letter D shows that there is a very high degree of doubt con- 
cerning the reading selected for the text 


When the same section of the UBSGNT* is explored, we find the 
ensuing new delineations:*> 


* the letter A indicates that the text is certain 

¢ the letter B indicates that the text is almost certain 

¢ the letter C, however, indicates that the Committee had difficulty in 
deciding which variant to place in the text 

¢ the letter D, which occurs only rarely, indicates that the Committee 
had great difficulty in arriving at a decision 


54. See pp. x-xi of the UBSGNT! and UBSGNT?, and pp. xii-xiii of the 
UBSGNT? and UBSGNT3°°"., 
55. See p. 3* of the UBSGNT*. 
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Although it is obvious that there has been a redefinition of the letter- 
rating classifications used in the UBSGNT“, the two short statements 
above constitute the only specific references made regarding this 
change.*° One searches in vain for an explanation as to why this redefi- 
nition has occurred and how exactly it affects the committee’s recon- 
sideration of cited variants. The purpose for this redefinition of the 
various levels in the evaluation of evidence letter-ratings within the 
UBSGNT* needs to be greatly clarified and improved, especially since 
this redefinition introduces such a radical departure from the quality of 
text presented in previous UBSGNT editions. 

Despite the UBSGNT editorial committee’s failure to provide ade- 
quate documentation detailing the modification made to the A, B, C, and 
D letter-ratings, it is clear that some type of redefinition has occurred. 
But again, one must ask whether these new standards allow for and elu- 
cidate the bold upgrading that takes place among variant letter-ratings 
within the UBSGNT*. There are two lines of argument to pursue in 
order to answer this question. The first deals with the definition of 
terms. By examining both descriptions of the letter-ratings, it could be 
asserted that there has not been enough of a substantial modification 
made between the two standards. A ratings have been redefined as 
‘certain’ from the previous ‘virtually certain’. Does this change even 
qualify as a ‘redefinition’? It could be argued here that this new stan- 
dard is a matter of precision, or perhaps a type of word play. How one 
defines the word virtually is all-important. By using this word, does one 
mean to express certainty, or almost certainty?°’ It is important to 


56. On p. 45 of the Alands’ book The Text of the New Testament, one also finds 
the following statement: ‘The only question is whether the editors have not been too 
cautious in applying the classifications, so that a B should often be replaced by an A, 
aC by aB, and a D by aC (a thorough reexamination has led to a revision of these 
for the fourth edition of GNT)’. It is this ‘thorough reexamination’ that is now in 
question within this section. However, if the UBSGNT editors felt they were too 
conservative in ascribing letter-ratings to the variants, this is not mentioned anywhere 
in any UBSGNT edition. It would seem that they stuck closely to their letter-rating 
classifications, and so they should, once these were established. Regardless, it is not 
mere conservatism extending from the previous UBSGNT editions that gives excuse 
to the major alterations in the UBSGNT*. Even the Alands negate this excuse when 
they claim there is a revision of these letter-ratings. Therefore, the UBSGNT* revi- 
sion alone acts as the basis for evaluation. 

57. A humorous illustration might help here. I cannot help but think of the 
‘Cascade’ dish-washing detergent. This product is renowned for its advertising 
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understand the use of this word in the earlier UBSGNT editions, so as to 
clarify the degree of certainty and redefinition expressed in the 
UBSGNT‘“. If it is assumed that the word ‘virtually’ is to denote ‘almost 
certainty’, then one may still be faced with only a small margin of 
increase in the new A rating standard present within the final UBSGNT 
edition. Regardless of whether this can be called a redefinition or not, 
this ambiguity needs to be clarified. 

B ratings change from ‘some degree of doubt’ to ‘almost certain’. 
Have B ratings now fulfilled the role of ‘virtual certainty’ expressed in 
the old definition for A ratings? Or, in other words, have B ratings been 
bumped up one step from their previous delineation? Is the more pes- 
simistic term, ‘some degree of doubt’, the equivalent of the more opti- 
mistic phrase ‘almost certain’? Although this may be the case, there is, 
once again, some apparent ambiguity. 

C ratings previously indicated that ‘there is a considerable degree of 
doubt whether the text or the apparatus contains the superior reading’. 
They now reveal that ‘the Committee had difficulty in deciding which 
variant to place in the text’. Whereas D ratings once attested to ‘a very 
high degree of doubt concerning the readings selected for the text’, their 
new limits express that ‘the Committee had great difficulty in arriving at 
a decision’. One could again dispute whether C and D ratings have 
actually changed at all. Instead, it could be argued that the new 
definitions for C and D ratings have simply been expressed in a more 
optimistic manner. 

In the UBSGNT*, the committee redefines the A, B, C, and D levels 
on the basis of their ‘relative degrees of certainty’. However, in the 
UBSGNT' to the UBSGNT*°™., these same letter-ratings were defined 
on the basis of their ‘degree of doubt’. Perhaps a further illustration will 
clarify the point. Two people enter a room together and are instructed to 
explain what they see. Situated on a table in the middle of the room is a 
glass of water. The first person describes the vessel as being ‘half full’, 
while the second person states that it is ‘half empty’. Who is correct? 
Obviously both are right. Although each chooses to explain what they 
see with opposite descriptions, perhaps one being more optimistic and 


phrase, ‘Gets your dishes virtually spotless or your money back’. The bottom line is, 
does this detergent clean my dishes or not? Are they spotless or almost spotless? As 
is clear, there could be a sense of deception, or a hidden agenda behind the use of 
this word. What does the United Bible Society mean by their use of the word 
‘virtually’? 


2. A Statistical Presentation of the UBSGNT 127 


the other more pessimistic, each is describing the same thing. There is no 
real difference in what each statement concludes. One’s perspective is 
the determining factor. Could this be the type of ‘redefinition’ that has 
taken place in the UBSGNT*“ (admittedly pertaining more so to B, C, 
and D ratings)? Perhaps this ‘redefinition’ would be better categorized 
as a restatement based upon perspective. Regardless, these new stan- 
dards, when compared to the old, are too ambiguous to be useful. 
Conceivably, more precise wording, a greater detailed redefining of the 
various letter-rating levels, and an enhanced degree of separation from 
the old delineations would alleviate this problem. However, as it now 
stands in the UBSGNT%, this redefinition is over-subtle and renders the 
new categories for A, B, C, and D letter-ratings too ambiguous. Silva, in 
his review of the UBSGNT‘“, notes a further element of ambiguity relat- 
ing to the newly defined letter-ratings: 


Perhaps the most obvious revision of this work is in the set of ratings 
used to evaluate textual problems. The very description of these ratings is 
different... The language used in this edition to describe C and D ratings 
is a little more helpful than was the case before, but a certain ambiguity 
remains. The expression ‘the Committee had [great] difficulty’ could refer 
to a subjective sense of doubt shared by all the members, but it could also 
refer to the objective fact that there was no agreement among them (even 
though they may have felt very sure about their vote!). Perhaps this is 
splitting hairs, and one could argue that the result is the same, but I for 
one would like to know. For example, if in my judgment a reading is 
‘almost certain’ (therefore B), but the committee gives it a C, should I 
temper my judgment? I should if all the members feel uncertain, but not if 
the decision was really based on the strong, but perhaps idiosyncratic, 
protests of only one member.°® 


It should likely be conceded that the various levels in the evaluation of 
evidence have actually been redefined one step higher.*? In other words, 
by evaluating the two sets of standards presented earlier, one could 
conclude that the UBSGNT* redefinitions have increased in their degree 
of certainty, rather than declined in their degree of certainty. Thus, 
A ratings have increased in their level of confidence from ‘almost 


58. Silva, ‘Symposium’, p. 352. 

59. To be true to the issue, it appears that Silva finds less ambiguity in the 
redefinition and actual wording of the evaluation of evidence letter-ratings. He con- 
cludes, at least for A and B letter-ratings, that ‘[T]he description for A and B ratings 
is a good bit more positive than in the previous edition’. See Silva, ‘Symposium’, 
p. 352. 
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(virtually) certain’ to ‘certain’, while B ratings have increased from a 
less confident ‘some degree of doubt’ to a more confident ‘almost cer- 
tain’, and so on. If we conclude that each letter-rating has been 
redefined, therefore making the new definitions more assured in their 
degree of certainty, the logical result is that it would be harder for a 
variant in the first four UBSGNT editions to achieve this newly height- 
ened certitude in the UBSGNT*. Standards that have been made more 
assured (or more difficult to achieve, based on their higher degree of 
certainty) should give way to a smaller number of variants in them. It 
should be harder for variants to maintain their letter-rating as prescribed 
in the earlier UBSGNT editions, given that the new UBSGNT‘ delin- 
eations make it more difficult to attain these standards. However, not 
only do many of these variants maintain their old letter-rating, a large 
number of them actually move upward to a new letter grade—one that 
has been freshly defined with higher demarcations. If the letter-grade 
definitions were to decline in their degree of certainty, then many vari- 
ants could logically be upgraded. But these definitions do not indicate a 
decline. Instead, or so it appears, they become more rigid and certain. 
The trend of upgrading variants in the UBSGNT* in fact reverses this 
logic. There is an increase in the number of A and B rated passages, but 
also a decrease in the number of C and D rated passages. With the 
strengthened standards in the UBSGNT*, one would think that these 
trends might be reversed. It should be more difficult for an A or B rated 
variant, present in the UBSGNT' or the UBSGNT>",, to maintain its A 
or B rating in the UBSGNT*. In order for an A variant of past editions 
to remain an A variant in the UBSGNT‘%, it can no longer be ‘almost 
(virtually) certain’. It must now be ‘certain’. In order for a B variant of 
past editions to remain a B variant in the UBSGNT“, it can no longer 
indicate ‘some degree of doubt’. It must now indicate ‘almost certainty’. 
Granted, there has been an immense upgrade. Yet, this upgrade cannot 
be adequately accounted for on the basis of the letter-rating redefinitions 
within the UBSGNT*. 


The Addition of New Manuscripts Adding Further Information 

The most logical explanation of the upgrades in the UBSGNT* would be 
new manuscript evidence. Have there in fact been new manuscripts cited 
within the variants themselves, thus indicating more certainty in, or 
shedding further light on the establishment of the more probable text? 
Page x of the UBSGNT? states that the forthcoming UBSGNT* ‘will 
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have a completely new treatment of textual data’. By examining and 
comparing all five editions and the variants and manuscripts cited in 
them, one can conclude that within the UBSGNT* there has been a 
marginal rearranging of the manuscripts cited as witnesses for variants. 
This has most often included the removal of various manuscripts, and 
the new inclusion of already known manuscripts not previously cited in 
the UBSGNT editions. To a large extent, manuscripts that have been 
added or removed are not those witnesses of higher quality used for 
determining the correct reading, but are witnesses that better represent 
the overall manuscript tradition and textual history.© Again, this is a 
marginal rearranging. The addition of these various witnesses has not 
necessarily brought new insight or fresh proof into the evaluation of 
variants, and hence the determining of a more likely reading. Therefore, 
the manuscripts themselves do not give rise to the extent of upgrading 
that occurs in the UBSGNT*. To explain further, there have been no 
significant new manuscripts found, and no recent enlightening informa- 
tion regarding a previously known manuscript that would allow for a 
C rated passage to be changed to an A rated passage (this would include 
the papyri as well). Again, Silva, speculating on the reason for the 
extensive UBSGNT“ upgrade, affirms the above points and more when 
he rightly states: 


Since the manuscript evidence is not substantially different from what it 
was a decade ago [apparently referring to UBSGNT>°°-], do these 
changes mean that the committee members have used different principles, 
or that they have implemented the principles differently, or that they have 
become more certain of their decisions, or merely that they are concerned 
that users of the earlier editions might have misunderstood the relatively 
few instances of A ratings? No explanation is given... a. 


On page x of the UBSGNT’, this statement is made: 


Plans are already underway for a Fourth Edition of the Greek New 
Testament, which will contain a correspondingly thorough revision of the 
textual apparatus, with special emphasis upon evidence from the ancient 
versions, the Diatessaron, and the Church Fathers. In addition, the evi- 
dence from Greek manuscripts will be carefully controlled by direct com- 
parison with manuscript readings. This will apply particularly to the 
evidence which could not be so treated in previous editions. 


60. Although on a limited scale, this will be clearly revealed in the discussion of 
Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44 in Chapter 3. 
61. Silva, ‘Symposium’, pp. 352-53. 
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On page 1* of the UBSGNT*, now a reality rather than simply alluded 
to as in the above quotation, we find further explanation regarding the 
revision of the textual or critical apparatus: 


The present fourth edition of The Greek New Testament contains as 
planned a thorough revision of its critical apparatus. All the data have been 
repeatedly collated and double-checked: the manuscripts from photocopies 
or films, and the oriental versions from standard editions of the texts or of 
manuscripts. 


Each of these quotations makes statements regarding revisions of known 
manuscripts, not distinctly the addition of new manuscripts. With regard 
to a ‘special emphasis upon evidence from the ancient versions, the 
Diatessaron, and the Church Fathers’, Metzger, one of the editors on the 
UBSGNT committee throughout all five editions, states a principle still 
held by the large majority of today’s textual critics: 


In choosing among variant readings of any given passage of the New 
Testament, most scholars have followed the traditional and time-honored 
procedure of beginning with the Greek manuscripts themselves, and then 
supplementing their testimony by consulting the early versions and the 
patristic quotations...a majority of modern textual scholars consider 
patristic evidence, so long as it stands alone, to count for almost nothing 
in ascertaining the original text... Accordingly, it is only when patristic 
evidence coincides with the evidence of the Greek manuscripts, or with 
some unmistakable indication in the early versions, that any stress can be 
laid upon it. But whenever this is the case, it rises at once into great 
importance. 


Metzger goes on to discuss several individuals who oppose this time- 
honored method of evaluation, only to state that in his view he believes 
them to be incorrect. In the concluding section of this article, Metzger 
states: 


[W]e have found no reason to abandon the view that, in the nature of the 
case, it is the Greek manuscripts which provide direct evidence for the text 
of the New Testament, whereas the versions and patristic quotations pro- 
vide indirect evidence... the indirect testimony of versions and Fathers is 
of the greatest value when it is found to corroborate the direct testimony of 
the Greek manuscripts.°? 


62. B.M. Metzger, ‘Patristic Evidence and the Textual Criticism of the New 
Testament’, NTS 18 (1972), pp. 385-86. 
63. Metzger, ‘Patristic’, p. 395. 
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Like Metzger, K. Aland apparently agrees when he states rule five of his 
‘Twelve Basic Rules for Textual Criticism’: 


The primary authority for a critical textual decision lies with the Greek 
manuscript tradition, with the versions and Fathers serving no more than a 
supplementary and corroborative function, particularly in passages where 
their underlying Greek text cannot be reconstructed with absolute 
certainty. 


If use of the ancient versions and the Church Fathers is the basis of the 
extensive UBSGNT™ letter upgrades, clearly contrary to statements by 
Metzger and Aland, this needs to be explained, and the reasons for this 
new methodology should be described. It is, however, highly doubtful 
that this is the case. Therefore, if the addition of new manuscript evi- 
dence is the reason for upgraded letter-ratings in the UBSGNT“*, which 
again seems unlikely, the Greek manuscripts alone are to be used in 
order to give an accounting of the UBSGNT* modifications. 

The situation is further complicated by a statement found on page v of 
the UBSGNT*, quoting the UBSGNT?: ‘The GNT continues to offer 
“more extensive evidence for a more select number of variants” 
(Preface to the Third Edition, p. xi)’. This small excerpt from the 
UBSGNT? quoted in, and again applied to, the UBSGNT* raises some 
larger questions. Does it qualify both the UBSGNT? and the UBSGNT* 
as basically offering the same ‘more extensive evidence’? Or are we to 
assume that the UBSGNT* carries on from where the UBSGNT? left off, 
and therefore adds further ‘extensive evidence’ not previously contained 
in the UBSGNT??© Despite the ambiguity, the latter is most likely the 
case. However, does this more extensive evidence really add that much 
additional information to the UBSGNT*, especially considering that it 
existed in some preliminary form within the UBSGNT?? And does it 
justify the radical letter-rating changes made in the UBSGNT*? One 
would think not, especially since the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT* make use 
of the same primary manuscripts to witness to their respective textual 
variants. The only modification between these two editions tends to be 


64. K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, p. 280. 

65. It should be pointed out that the UBSGNT editorial committee use the phrase 
‘more extensive evidence for a more select number of variants’ in order to contrast 
the UBSGNT from the Nestle-Aland editions. The latter edition offers a greater 
number of variants in its textual apparatus but far fewer manuscripts are cited in sup- 
port of each variant. This phrase is not specifically used to provide support for 
upgraded letter-ratings. 
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the removal of one manuscript and its replacement by another of equal 
quality and weight within the UBSGNT*. This is done not to provide 
greater evidence for determining the certainty of a given reading, but 
instead to round out the history of the particular variant and the textual 
tradition. 

One final detail needs to be mentioned. An argument of omission 
exists here in the UBSGNT*. The UBSGNT editors state that the letter- 
ratings or evaluations of all 1437 variants have been completely recon- 
sidered in the light of the redefinition of the various levels in the evalua- 
tion of evidence (once again, see p. v in the UBSGNT%), not on the basis 
of new manuscript discoveries or new insight into previously known 
manuscripts. And already, we have discussed the short-comings in this 
redefinition of the various levels in the evaluation of evidence. If, in fact, 
new manuscript discoveries or new information pertaining to old 
manuscripts were the basis of the UBSGNT* letter-rating upgrades, 
which would be a perfect justification for these upgrades, this has been 
kept from general scholarly knowledge. But the fact that the UBSGNT 
editors do not indicate such a knowledge reveals that it is not the reason 
for the highly increased quality of text present in the UBSGNT*®’ 


Manuscript Groupings that Affect the Letter-Ratings 


The Committee sought to arrive at a text that did not mechanically reflect 
the readings of any single MS. or pair of MSS. or group of MSS... It is 
true, however, that if one looks at the footnotes and observes whether 
readings supported by Aleph and/or B are preferred or rejected, to a very 
large degree they are preferred, not rejected. In fact, there are few texts on 


66. Although Silva asserts that ‘No explanation is given’ for the UBSGNT* 
upgrade (see once again Silva, ‘Symposium’, p. 352, and n. 61 in this chapter), this 
is not completely true. The UBSGNT committee do claim that their redefinition of the 
various levels for letter-ratings brought about the reconsideration of the evaluations 
of all 1437 sets of variants cited in the UBSGNT* apparatus (see p. v of the 
UBSGNT‘). 

67. Elliott points out that although the UBSGNT‘ committee add a significant 
number of new witnesses to the manuscript lists in the Introduction, many of these 
are rarely or never cited in the critical apparatus. Using the papyri as an example, 
Elliott points out that “Despite the apparent intention that all the papyri are to be found 
in an apparatus I have located only 60 of these 94, in other words over one third are 
absent’. He also reveals that the same problem occurs with the uncials and con- 
cludes, ‘Why list an MS. if a reader is not going to encounter it in the apparatus?’ 
See Elliott, ‘The Fourth Edition’, cols. 13-14. 
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which Aleph and B agree that do not end up to be the preferred reading; 
and also there are few preferred readings that do not have the support of 
either Aleph or B or one of their corrected forms, so to speak. 


E.G. Edwards, referring to the UBSGNT?, explains in the above quota- 
tion that manuscript groups played a role in the establishment of the pre- 
ferred reading. Likewise, Z.C. Hodges, by no means a supporter of the 
eclectic type of text presented in the UBSGNT, recognized particular 
manuscript groupings that occurred in the textual apparatus of editions 
as early as the UBSGNT". He states that: 


The recent Bible societies text [UBSGNT'], edited by Kurt Aland, 
Matthew Black, Bruce M. Metzger and Allen Wikgren, does not often 
reject readings supported by both $75 and B. Small wonder that it can 
thus be regarded as a near relative of these two manuscripts which go 
back to a common ancestor.” 


The primary thrust of this section is to determine if there is a certain 
group of manuscripts that tend to influence the letter-ratings within 
variants. Or, to ask the question differently, what type of manuscripts 
have a high degree of occurrence, or are regularly cited within the given 
letter-ratings? Are there special manuscript groupings that determine 
what kind of letter-rating a variant will receive? What type of manuscript 
is important to the UBSGNT editors in their designation of A, B, C, and 
D letter-ratings? 

In order to answer these questions, five charts have been prepared 
based upon the data presented in Appendix IV and Appendix V. These 
charts are selective in the variants they evaluate. Five biblical books 
have been chosen to represent these high percentage manuscript group- 
ings present in the UBSGNT*. These books are Luke (representing 
the Gospels), Acts, Romans (representing the Pauline Epistles), 1 Peter 
(representing the Catholic or General Epistles), and Revelation. Every 
variant present in the first eight chapters of each book has been evalu- 
ated (except 1 Peter, consisting of only five chapters, where the entire 
book is evaluated). 

Obviously, there are some limitations inherent to this type of statistical 
survey. Some may feel that this is simply counting manuscripts, which, 
in fact, it is. However, this counting of manuscripts is performed in order 


68. Edwards, ‘Textual Apparatus’, p. 141. 
69. Z.C. Hodges, ‘The Greek Text of the King James Version’, BSac 125 
(1968), p. 337 n. 7. 
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to determine what witnesses are deemed important to the UBSGNT text 
and its editors, and to ascertain if the ascribing of letter-ratings is based 
to any significant degree upon logical, calculated manuscript groupings. 
These figures should not be used to determine which variant options and 
manuscripts are closer to the original reading. Instead, this is the task of 
both internal and external evidence, not of a statistical counting of 
manuscripts. Obviously, an evaluation of more variant passages (and 
ideally all variant passages) within the UBSGNT* would reveal stricter 
manuscript presence (or, an evaluation of more UBSGNT* variants 
would result in lower percentage rates of occurrence and citation). 
Therefore, these charts do not reveal concrete conclusions, but only 
general trends of high percentage manuscript presence. On some occa- 
sions, manuscripts that are considered important in the establishment of 
the original text do not appear in these charts (one particular example is 
$)”>). This is usually due to the limited focus of the sample or the frag- 
mentary nature of a given manuscript. As stated above, the charts only 
refer to selected portions of the UBSGNT“, and a given manuscript may 
not contain the particular chapters analyzed in these charts (this is espe- 
cially true of the fragmentary papyri manuscripts). Therefore, a particu- 
lar manuscript may not be used as a witness to a high enough frequency 
within the variants selected and, in the light of this, it has a low percent- 
age of occurrence and citation, even though it may be an important 
manuscript. In any case, these charts do record manuscripts that occur 
and are cited to a high degree within the UBSGNT* variants. One is able 
to say of these charts, ‘these are the manuscripts that will appear in a 
large number of A rated passages within the book of Luke’, or, ‘these 
are the manuscripts that will often be cited in B rated variants within the 
book of Acts’, etc. This type of investigation has, in fact, been done by 
other individuals working on the UBSGNT. For example, Moir makes 
use of a similar method to analyze the manuscript evidence in the book 
of Luke as recorded in the UBSGNT". He provides the following table:” 


Variants listed in Luke apparatus 181 
The printed text supported by B 141 
8 113 
p75 98 
io) 59 
D 33 


70. Moir, ‘Greek New Testament’, p. 141. 
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Based upon the figures of this table, Moir develops a high occurrence 
manuscript grouping. With this grouping in mind he concludes: 
These figures make clear that the text presented [UBSGNT"] is a near 
relative of Codex Vaticanus and of its new ally $75. The evidence shows 
that this type of text has been carefully copied over a long period in the 
early history of transmission and it may well serve as basic until such time 
as sufficient evidence is forthcoming to support the claims of any rival.”! 


Each of the following charts contains A, B, and C rated variants (again, 
there are only nine D rated passages in the UBSGNT“, none of which 
occur in the selected test groups). However, the primary focus is upon 
variants that receive either an A or a B rating. There are two reasons for 
preferring A and B rated variants. First, variants with the A or B letter- 
ratings reflect, due to their higher degrees of certainty, a more ‘ideal’ 
group of manuscript witnesses; whereas C or D letter-rated variants 
reflect, due to their lower degrees of certainty, a less than ‘ideal’ group 
of manuscript witnesses. On the basis of external evidence alone, a vari- 
ant is often accorded a C or D letter-rating because its reading is not 
attested by the more influential manuscripts or manuscript groupings. 
When a C or D rated variant does contain the more influential manu- 
scripts and manuscript groupings, one can assume that the UBSGNT 
committee employed internal evidence in the allocation of a letter-rating 
for that given variant. For the most part, however, there is a clear 
distinction between the type and number of manuscripts cited in A and 
B rated variants as opposed to C and D rated variants. A and B rated 
variants tend to include a greater number and particular grouping of the 
more influential manuscripts. On the other hand, C and D rated variants, 
although at times containing some of the more important manuscripts, 
do not include as great a number nor the particular groupings of these 
influential manuscripts as do A and B rated variants. The second reason 
for preferring the more certain letter-rated variants in the formulation of 
high percentage manuscript groupings is the simple fact that there are a 
greater number of A and B rated variants than C and D rated variants. 
Therefore, because these high percentage manuscript groupings are 
based upon a greater number of variants, it can be assumed that these 
groups are more clearly defined and delineated. 

Under the heading ‘Mss’ (denoting ‘Manuscripts’), a list of the ‘high 
percentage of citation’ witnesses is given. Under the heading ‘Type/Ct.’, 


71. Moir, ‘Greek New Testament’, p. 141. For further verification of Moir’s 
point here, see Black’s quotation in Chapter 1 n. 104. 
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the ‘Type’ of Greek manuscript or citation and, when appropriate, the 
‘Category’ to which it belongs are recorded.” And lastly, the ‘Percent’ 
heading lists the percentage of variants in which the manuscript appears 
in the particular book, chapters, and letter-ratings. Only manuscripts that 
are listed at least 70 percent of the time in a given book are recorded in 
these charts. However, Appendix V records manuscripts that are cited 
from 1 percent to 100 percent in a given book and given chapters. 
Several examples illustrate the use of these charts. In the first eight 
chapters of Luke, Codex Vaticanus (B03), a category I uncial, is cited in 
100 percent of the A rated variants, and Codex Freerianus (W032), a 
category III uncial, is also cited in 100 percent of the A rated variants. 


72. These five categories are presented in K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New 
Testament, pp. 106, 159, 332-337, and in the UBSGNT“, pp. 4*-5*. The cate- 
gories are used in this section in order to provide some differentiation among the 
levels of significance within the manuscripts. For sake of ease to the reader, these 
categories are as follows: Category I: manuscripts of a very special quality which 
should always be considered in establishing the original text; Category II: 
manuscripts of a special quality, but distinguished from manuscripts of Category I by 
the presence of alien influences, and yet important for establishing the original text; 
Category IT: manuscripts of a distinctive character with an independent text, usually 
important for establishing the original text, but particularly important for the history 
of the text; Category IV: manuscripts of the D text; Category V: manuscripts with a 
purely or predominantly Byzantine text. Each manuscript is assigned to one of these 
five categories, on the basis of the number and types of readings that manuscript 
contains. The Alands divide the different reading types into four classes, represented 
by the four superscript figures 1, 2, S, and 1/2 (or 1/). Class 1 readings represent the 
Majority text (including the Byzantine text); Class 2 readings represent the ancient 
text (presumably the original text) and those readings that correspond to the 
UBSGNT and Nestle-Aland editions; Class S represents special or peculiar readings 
that do not fall under Classes 1 and 2; and Class 1/2 represents readings in which the 
ancient text and the Majority text are in agreement (sometimes abbreviated as 1/). By 
using 801 as an example, one can see how these four classes work in the Alands’ 
The Text of the New Testament. In examining the book of Acts in Codex Sinaiticus 
(801), 121 test readings were used. Of these 121 readings, 11 were Class 1, 24 were 
Class 1/2, 68 were Class 2, and 18 were Class S. Therefore, on p. 107 of the 
Alands’ text, these figures are recorded for the book of Acts within Codex Sinaiticus 
(801) in the following manner: Acts 11! 241/2 682 18S. One can clearly see the 
strong majority of ancient readings (Class 2) as opposed to the other reading types 
(Classes 1, 1/2, and S). The important statistics for a manuscript are its total number 
of readings in each of the respective classes of readings. Again, these totals are the 
basis for assigning a manuscript’s category rating. See the Alands’ The Text of the 
New Testament, p. 333. 
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Codex Sinaiticus (801), another category I uncial, is cited in 94 percent 
of the A rated variants in the first eight chapters of Luke, and Codex 
Regius (L019), a category II uncial, is cited in 89 percent of the A rated 
variants. The Sahidic Coptic version (cop™) is also cited in 89 percent of 
the A rated variants contained in the first eight chapters of Luke. Manu- 
script 579, a category II minuscule, is cited in 78 percent of the A rated 
variants in the first eight chapters of Luke, and Manuscript 1241, a 
category III minuscule, is cited in 72 percent of the A rated variants. 
And finally, the Bohairic Coptic version (cop”®) is also cited in 72 per- 
cent of the A rated variants contained in the first eight chapters of Luke. 
One might now take into account the category classifications in order to 
determine which manuscripts hold the greatest authority. 

What we now have is a list of manuscripts that are cited, to a very 
high degree, in A rated variants in the UBSGNT“ and within the first 
eight chapters of Luke. If one now uses these manuscripts as a base 
group and begins a search of other A rated passages in Luke, it will be 
revealed that a majority of these manuscripts are also cited in these other 
variants. Consequently, although obviously to a lesser degree, these 
same manuscripts are regularly cited within the Gospel of Luke as it 
appears in the earlier UBSGNT editions as well. It seems that if the edi- 
tion is more recent there is a higher likelihood of these same manuscript 
groupings occurring, especially category I and category II manuscripts. 
This would appear to be natural. Perhaps not all manuscripts are cited, 
but to a large extent most will be included. Based on this test group, we 
have now successfully determined that there exists within A rated vari- 
ants and in the Gospel of Luke a manuscript grouping consisting of 
these following witnesses: Category I (B03, 801), Category II (L019, 
579), Category III (W032, 1241), and versional witnesses (cop™, cop). 
We can also conclude that very often variants with these citations are 
determined by the UBSGNT committee to be A rated passages. It must 
be kept in mind that this is based upon a counting of manuscripts. Very 
little internal or external evidence has been specifically regarded, other 
than that already inherently ascribed to each variant by the UBSGNT 
committee. And it is hoped that the UBSGNT committee has considered 
this type of information in ascribing letter-ratings to the variants. Regard- 
less, these charts still measure general trends and manuscript groupings 
that are regularly cited. By duplicating this type of above example in 
each of the following charts, the reader is able to determine the relative 
manuscript Clusters contained in each test group. 
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Mss 


BO3 
W032 
801 
L019 
cops 
579 
1241 
copbe 


Mss 


Sol 
A02 
1175 
BO3 
p74 
181 
itph 
itt? 
Vo44 
1409 
2344 
ite 
irdem 
cops 
am. 
geo 
33 
307 
453 
614 
945 
1678 
1739 
vg 
copbo 


Chrys. 


36a 
610 
1891 
it¥{a) 
syrh 
eth 

81 
C04 
E08 


itar 
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High Percentage Manuscript Groupings in Luke 1-8 


A Rated Variants 
(18 Possible Total) 


Type/Ct. 


unc. (1) 
unc. (II) 
unc. (I) 
unc. {II} 
coptic 
min. (II) 
min. (IID) 
coptic 


Percent 


100% 
100% 
94% 
89% 
89% 
78% 
72% 
72% 


B Rated Variants 
(26 Possible Total) 


Mss 


Type/Ct. 


unc. () 
unc. (I) 
coptic 


Percent 


96% 
71% 
73% 


C Rated Variants 
(7 Possible Total) 


Mss = Type/Ct. Percent 


L019) ounc. ID 71% 
cop’ coptic 71% 


High Percentage Manuscript Groupings in Acts 1-8 


A Rated Variants 
(21 Possible Total) 


Type/Ct. 


unc. (I) 
unc. (I) 
min. (I) 
unc. (D 
pap. (1) 
min. (III) 
old latin 
old latin 
unc. (IIT) 
min. (ID 
min. (III) 
old latin 
old latin 
coptic 
armenian 
georgian 
min. (1) 
min. (III) 
min. (ITI) 
min. (IID 
min. (III) 
min. (IID 
min. (II) 
vulgate 
coptic 
gk father 
min. (II) 
min. (III) 
min. (II) 
old latin 
syriac 
ethiopic 
min. (II) 
unc. (ID 
unc. (I) 
old latin 


Percent 


100% 
100% 
100% 
95% 
90% 
90% 
90% 
90% 
86% 
86% 
86% 
86% 
86% 
86% 
86% 
86% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
76% 
76% 
76% 
76% 
76% 
76% 
74% 
1% 
11% 
1% 


B Rated Variants 
(20 Possible Total) 


Mss 


A02 
B03 
S801 


Type/Ct. 


unc. (I) 
unc. (I) 
unc. (1) 
coptic 
min. (D) 
old latin 
vulgate 
coptic 


Percent 


85% 
85% 
80% 
75% 
70% 
10% 
10% 
70% 


C Rated Variants 
(12 Possible Total) 


| Mss = Type/Ct. Percent 


945 min. (11) 75% 
1739 min. (11) 75% 
am armenian 75% 
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High Percentage Manuscript Groupings in Romans 1-8 


A Rated Variants 
(16 Possible Total) 


Type/Ct. 


min. (I) 
unc. (1) 
min. (111) 
min. ID 
gk father 
unc. (II) 
min, (III) 
min. (III) 
min. (II) 
min. (III) 
coptic 

it father 
unc. (I) 
unc. (I) 
min. (II) 
min. (III) 
min, (III) 
min. (ID) 
min. (II) 
old latin 
coptic 
ethiopic 


Percent 


100% 
88% 
88% 
88% 
88% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
81% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
715% 
75% 


B Rated Variants 
(14 Possible Total) 


Mss 


Type/Ct. 


unc. (D 
coptic 
min. (II) 
min. (1) 


. It father 


armenian 


Percent 


86% 
86% 
79% 
79% 
79% 
71% 
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C Rated Variants 
(12 Possible Total) 


Mss 


Type/Ct. Percent 
min. (III) 92% 


unc. (I) 


83% 


min. (1) 83% 


High Percentage Manuscript Groupings in 1 Peter 


A Rated Variants 
(20 Possible Total) 


Mss 


BO3 
1739 
p72 
044 
cops 
322 
323 
945 
1881 
geo 


Type/Ct. 


unc. (1) 
min. (I) 
pap. (1) 
unc. (ID 
coptic 
min. (II) 
min. (II) 
min. (III) 
min. (II) 
georgian 


Percent 


90% 
85% 
T3% 
15% 
75% 
70% 
70% 
70% 
70% 
10% 


B Rated Variants 
(9 Possible Total) 


Mss 
BO3 


Type/Ct. 


unc. (I) 


Percent 


89% 


C Rated Variants 
(12 Possible Total) 


Mss 


1241 
1243 
1739 
1881 
801 
[KO18] 
[L020] 
[P024] 
044 
81 

322 
323 
1175 
1292 
1611 
1852 
2138 
2298 
2464 
copbo 


Type/Ct. 


min. (I) 

min. (I) 

min. (1) 

min. (II) 
unc. (1 

unc. (V) 
unc. (V) 
unc. (V) 
unc. (IT) 
min. (II) 
min. (II) 
min, (I) 
min. (D 
min. (II) 


Percent 


100% 
100% 
88% 
88% 
75% 
15% 
15% 
75% 
75% 
75% 
15% 
75% 
75% 
75% 


min. (III) 75% 


min. (If) 


715% 


min. (III) 75% 


min. (I) 
min. (II) 
coptic 


75% 
75% 
75% 
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High Percentage Manuscript Groupings in Revelation I-8 


A Rated Variants B Rated Variants C Rated Variants 
(10 Possible Total) (10 Possible Total) G3 Possible Total) 
Mss Type/Ct. Percent Mss Type/Ct. Percent\| Mss  Type/Ct. Percent 
801 unc. (1) 90% cop>° —_coptic 100% 
2053 min. (1) 70% am armenian 100% 


C04 unc. (II) 90% 
1611 min. (II) 90% 
cops4 coptic 90% 
A02 unc. (1) 80% 
1006 min. (II) 80% 
2053 min. (1) 80% 
Andrew gkfather 80% 
of Caesar. 

P025 unc.(V) 70% 
1841 min. (II) 70% 


The preceding five charts reveal that, based on the above selected pas- 
sages and variants, there are manuscript groupings that tend to have an 
influence on the prescribing of variant letter-ratings. These manuscripts 
that are often cited throughout the entire UBSGNT tradition give some 
type of description as to what witnesses are considered important to the 
UBSGNT editors. In the opening of this section, the following questions 
concerning the bold upgrades introduced in the UBSGNT* were asked: 
Are these changes within this latest edition justified, or are they, as first 
glance would lead one to believe, an unfounded upgrading in the quality 
of text presented? Have the UBSGNT editors based their alterations on 
tangible evidence, or have we simply been given a false sense of security 
in the UBSGNT? It can be concluded that, indeed, letter-ratings in the 
UBSGNT‘“ are based, at least to some extent, on consistent and logical 
patterns of manuscript groupings. It would appear that these upgrades 
have not been randomly introduced to instill a false sense of security in 
the UBSGNT, but are, in fact, based upon some type of tangible 
evidence (however, this evidence tends to be predominantly external evi- 
dence alone). However, the exact nature and reasoning behind these 
upgradings is still in question. Although we have seen to some extent 
verifiable manuscript groupings in the UBSGNT*, for the most part 
these same clusters or manuscript groupings are evident in the earlier 
UBSGNT editions as well. Because traces of these witness groupings 
appear in all editions, would it not follow that the UBSGNT* 
modifications should progress at a more moderate rate? One can 
account for some level of enhancement to the UBSGNT* variant letter- 
ratings perhaps based on the more defined and circumscribed 
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manuscript groupings present in this edition. However, do these witness 
clusters or groupings change to a large enough extent in the UBSGNT* 
to warrant the type of upgrading that results? Although a partial con- 
stituent of letter-rating fluctuations in the UBSGNT* may be attributed 
to this assemblage of witnesses and their moderate change from edition 
to edition, the large degree of modification is not justified. Once again, 
one should keep in mind that the UBSGNT committee specified that the 
UBSGNT* modifications took place in the light of a redefining of the 
various levels of certainty in the evaluation of evidence letter-ratings, not 
on the basis of high percentage manuscript groupings. Although these 
manuscript groups do reveal, to some extent, that the UBSGNT* 
upgrades follow some type of logical and consistent pattern, another 
explanation must be sought for the bold upgrades that occur in this 
UBSGNT edition. 


A New Consensus Concerning an Old Group of Manuscripts 

Perhaps these modifications are founded upon a new consensus among 
scholars concerning the authority, importance, and merit of older, previ- 
ously known manuscripts. The ancient papyri would seem to provide the 
basis for this ‘new consensus’. To be sure, it is no secret that at least one 
member of the UBSGNT committee places a great deal of importance 
and stress upon the ancient papyri.’? As seen in the previous discussion 
regarding high percentage manuscript groupings, the papyri do, on 
occasion, play a significant role in the ascribing of variant letter-ratings. 
Examples of this are seen where 3)”* is cited in 90 percent of A rated 


73. Perhaps the most vocal advocate for a strong reliance upon the papyri has 
been K. Aland. Epp states that Aland affords the earliest papyri ‘extraordinary status’ 
and ‘not only affirms their “automatic significance” as textual witnesses’, but ‘makes 
the astounding claim that in the forty papyri (and uncials) prior to about AD 300 the 
early history of the NT text “can be studied in the original,” and that all other efforts 
to get a glimpse of the early text “must remain reconstructed theories”’. See Epp, 
‘Decision Points’, p. 42. Elliott, in a recent article, similarly notes the Alands’ bias 
for the papyri manuscripts. He states, ‘All the papyri fragments regardless of age are 
now given the status of constant witnesses, and many of their singular readings are 
recorded. This reflects the importance the Alands attach to this category of witness, 
although they recognize one must not be mesmerized by the writing material alone.’ 
Elliott, ‘The Twentyseventh Edition’, col. 21. See also n. 83 below and its corre- 
sponding quotation. For an excellent assessment of the current trends in New 
Testament textual criticism in the light of the papyri, see once more Epp, ‘Decision 
Points’, pp. 42-44; and idem, ‘Significance of the Papyri’, pp. 274-97. 
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variants within the first eight chapters of Acts, and where 9)? is cited in 
75 percent of A rated variants within 1 Peter. It needs to be noted, how- 
ever, that the limited selection of passages in determining the high per- 
centage manuscript groupings (generally the first eight chapters of a 
particular book) and the fragmentary nature of the papyri themselves 
often result in their exclusion from the group of witnesses recorded in 
the high percentage manuscript clusters. In order to remedy this prob- 
lem a detailed investigation has been undertaken in order to evaluate 
more accurately the role the papyri play in the ascribing of letter-ratings. 
Appendix VI forms the basis of this investigation where the books of 
Luke and Acts in their entirety, and the list of exceptional variants (as 
given in Section 3 of this chapter), are examined so as to determine the 
possible influence of the papyri upon the allocation of variant letter- 
ratings within the UBSGNT*. 

A number of important findings can be summarized from the data 
provided in Appendix VI. First, on the basis of their high attestation 
within the books of Luke and Acts, a number of specific papyri stand 
out. Of the 167 variants listed in the Gospel of Luke, })”° is cited as a 
witness in 96 (57%) of these. This papyrus occurs in 25 (56%) of the 45 
A rated variants, in 55 (71%) of the 78 B rated variants, and in 16 
(36%) of the 44 C rated variants. In comparison to other letter-ratings, 
$75 is cited as a witness in A rated variants 26 percent of the time, as a 
witness in B rated variants 57 percent of the time, and as a witness in 
C rated variants 17 percent of the time. Of the 198 variants listed in the 
book of Acts, $74 is cited as a witness in 140 (71%) of these. This 
papyrus occurs in 66 (89%) of the 74 A rated variants, in 59 (73%) of 
the 81 B rated variants, and in 15 (36%) of the 42 C rated variants. In 
relationship to the other letter-ratings, )”* is cited as a witness in A rated 
variants 47 percent of the time, as a witness in B rated variants 42 per- 
cent of the time, and as a witness in C rated variants 11 percent of the 
time. One can conclude from these statistics that )’> in Luke, and espe- 
cially {)”* in Acts, are seen as important manuscripts by the UBSGNT 
committee. The figures presented here make clear that the text of Luke 
follows, to a significant degree (57% of the time) the readings attested in 
37>, while the text of Acts follows to a larger degree (71% of the time) 
the readings attested in {)’*. Perhaps of more importance is the fact that 
56 percent of A rated variants and 71 percent of B rated variants in 
Luke cite {7° as a witness; while 89 percent of A rated variants and 
73 percent of B rated variants in Acts cite )”4 as a witness. This reveals, 
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at least to some extent, the importance of these two papyri in calculating 
A and B rated variants in the books of Luke and Acts. The fact that $§7> 
is cited in only 36 percent of the C rated variants in Luke, while J)”* is 
cited in only 36 percent of the C rated variants in Acts, may provide fur- 
ther indirect support that these two papyri play a more significant role in 
determining those variants that are given an A and B rating, as opposed 
to those that are given a C rating. It is possible that many of those vari- 
ants in Luke or Acts not having {7° or $)”4 cited as a witness are, there- 
fore, given a C letter-rating, with the obvious result being that there are 
fewer C rated passages that cite one of these two papyri. 

The second insight gained from Appendix VI is as follows. Of the 167 
variants listed in the Gospel of Luke, 105 (63%) of these have papyri 
cited as a witness in the first variant option of a variant unit (i.e. the 
variant reading or option that appears in the UBSGNT* text). Of the 198 
variants listed in the book of Acts, 147 (74%) of these have papyri cited 
as a witness in the first variant option of a variant unit. These two 
figures are significant because they reveal that very often that reading 
selected to represent the UBSGNT* text has papyri evidence cited as a 
witness. Although this does not specifically clarify the role that the 
papyri have in ascribing letter-ratings to variants, it does exhibit that 
those readings or options within an entire variant unit that have the sup- 
port of a papyrus manuscript often hold the place of primacy in repre- 
senting the UBSGNT* text. 

A third insight is seen when one considers those variants within the 
UBSGNT* that experience a letter-rating upgrade. In the Gospel of 
Luke, there are 78 upgraded variants. This figure is calculated by simply 
adding together all variants improving one, two, and three steps in their 
letter-ratings. Of these 78 variants, 58 (74%) have papyri cited as wit- 
nesses. In the book of Acts, there are 92 variants that experience a 
letter-rating upgrade. Of these 92 variants, 61 (66%) have papyri cited 
as witnesses. These figures are significant because they show that a large 
number of variants that have papyri cited as witnesses experience letter- 
rating upgrades in the UBSGNT*. Therefore, once again, the citation of 
a papyrus manuscript in a variant seems to affect the letter-rating given 
to that variant. One could make this conclusion with even greater force 
if it were possible to examine the papyri evidence cited in variants that 
experienced decreasing letter-ratings. The problem here, however, is that 
there are no variants of this type in the books of Luke and Acts within 
the UBSGNT*. 
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The final insight gained from Appendix VI pertains to the citation of 
papyri evidence within the exceptional variants. Once again, an excep- 
tional variant is defined by the following parameters: (1) the variant con- 
tains a rating that increases or decreases by at least two letter grades, 
(2) the variant contains irregular fluctuating ratings involving at least 
three differing letters, or (3) the variant consists of fluctuating ratings 
that repeatedly contradict previous editorial decisions made in earlier edi- 
tions. In the UBSGNT%, there is a total of 98 exceptional variants. Of 
these 98 variants, 2 (2%) undergo D-A letter-rating improvements, 51 
(52%) undergo C-A letter-rating improvements, 29 (30%) undergo D-B 
letter-rating improvements, and 16 (16%) are fluctuating variants. Of 
the 51 exceptional variants that are upgraded from a C to an A rating, 
28 (55%) of these have papyri cited as witnesses in their first variant 
option of the variant unit. Of the 29 exceptional variants that are 
upgraded from a D to a B rating, 19 (66%) of these have papyni cited as 
witnesses in their first variant option of the variant unit. Of the two 
exceptional variants that are upgraded from a D to an A rating, only one 
(50%) has papyri cited as witnesses in its first variant option of the 
variant unit (again, these two variants are Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44, with 
the Acts variant containing $)”* as a witness). Lastly, of the 16 excep- 
tional variants that have fluctuating letter-ratings, seven (44%) of these 
have papyri cited as witnesses in their first variant option of the variant 
unit. Of the 98 exceptional variants, 55 (56%) of these have papyri cited 
as witnesses in their first variant option, while 43 (44%) do not cite the 
papyri. These figures reveal that a significant number of exceptional 
variants contain papyri manuscripts as witness citations. However, for 
these figures to be of greater value in assessing the role the papyri might 
play in the ascribing of letter-ratings, one would need to see a higher 
number of exceptional variants containing papyri citations. Based upon 
this last set of figures, one can only speculate that the presence of papyri 
manuscripts in a variant affects the letter-rating given to that variant. 
However, despite the fragmentary nature of the papyri, when one con- 
siders the entire discussion concerning older manuscripts and this idea of 
a new consensus, there is convincing evidence supporting the conclusion 
that the papyri, like the high percentage manuscript groupings, play a 
role in and have some influence upon the ascribing of letter-ratings to 
specific UBSGNT* variants. In other words, those variants within the 
UBSGNT* that have papyri cited as a witness tend to receive ratings 
with higher degrees of certainty, that is, A and B letter-ratings. 
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There are, however, a number of problems in assuming that a new 
consensus concerning the papyri acts as the sole basis for the incredible 
UBSGNT* upgrades. This hypothesis needs to be tempered and contex- 
tualized. As seen in the UBSGNT“ and other earlier UBSGNT editions, 
and as clearly presented in the previous discussion, a significant number 
of those variant passages that experience letter-rating upgrades have no 
papyri manuscripts cited as witnesses. As one examines the critical appa- 
ratus of the UBSGNT“, it becomes apparent that many of the papyri, 
due to their fragmentary nature, are inconsistently cited and often do not 
represent enough of the UBSGNT* text to completely warrant the kind 
of upgrades that occur. 

External evidence constitutes the second reason for a cautious asser- 
tion that a new consensus among scholars concerning the papyri forges 
the much higher textual quality present in the UBSGNT*. If the 
UBSGNT‘ alterations are, in fact, founded completely upon the presence 
of papyri in particular variants, then the UBSGNT editorial committee 
would be responsible for basing their revision upon external evidence 
alone. This would indeed be questionable. Even though the papyri pro- 
vide, in some cases, persuasive evidence for variant readings, do they 
provide the kind of evidence that seems to cause the exceptional and 
conclusive UBSGNT* upgrades? Do they have enough influence to 
allow one to make textual decisions based exclusively upon external evi- 
dence? Do the papyri hold enough authority to cause modification to a 
large majority of the critical apparatus letter-ratings, regardless of the 
fact that a significant number of variants are without papyri citations? 
Although it seems that the papyri sway or influence, at least to some 
extent, variant letter-ratings, one should be cautious in claiming that they 
are the sole cause of this wholesale upgrade within the UBSGNT*. 

Furthermore, if a new consensus regarding the weight of the papyri 
has given rise to the UBSGNT* revisions, why were there not revisions 
of this nature made to the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT*°°™-? One must 
question whether we have come so far since the publication of these two 
previous editions. Although a great deal of research has been poured 
into the study of biblical papyri, and although their importance has been 
continually reassessed and affirmed in the last decade, there have been 
no grand findings that would, once again, allow one to conclude that the 
papyri alone have induced the UBSGNT* upgrades. The weight of evi- 
dence, rather than falling entirely upon the biblical papyri, seems to lie in 
some type of corroboration between the papyri and the great uncials. 
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Indeed, since the publication of the earlier UBSGNT editions, there has, 
as of yet, been no decisive resolution among scholars that would place 
the papyri into the position of sole dominance and supremacy among 
biblical manuscripts. In spite of the fact that the papyri are of great 
importance to textual criticism, it seems unlikely that they alone can be 
held responsible for the extent of modification present in the UBS GNT*. 
Yet to claim they have played no part at all in the upgrades may be 
equally fallacious. 

Again, one should not forget the earlier argument of omission. The 
UBSGNT editorial committee distinctively ascribes the UBSGNT* 
upgrades to a redefining of the letter-rating categories. If a new consen- 
sus concerning the papyri were the sole cause of the letter-rating 
upgrades in the UBSGNT*, why would the editorial committee not 
explain this clearly to their readers, and thus provide a valid reason for 
the modifications? For the editorial committee to explain to their reader- 
ship that the new upgrades are founded on one basis, and then to 
knowingly change that basis is questionable scholarship. Absent within 
the UBSGNT*, however, is any explicit statement shedding light upon a 
new consensus concerning the papyri. Yet, implicitly, it seems that the 
papyri, along with the high percentage manuscript groupings, have 
played a significant role in determining the letter-ratings of many vari- 
ants that cite such witnesses. In consideration of the above points, one 
must conclude that although the papyri might reflect the optimistic new 
ratings for a significant number of variant passages, they do not give 
sufficient justification on their own for the overall and extensive 
upgrades that occur in this latest UBSGNT edition. 


An Emphasis upon the Older Manuscripts and a Marginalization of the 
Byzantine Text-Type 

Rather than contend that the much more certain UBSGNT“ text is the 
result of one primary determinant, perhaps the upgrades within this edi- 
tion are the product of a combination of factors and considerations. The 
editorial committee makes it clear that the textual apparatus of the 
UBSGNT* is founded upon an entirely new collation of the Greek 
manuscript tradition undertaken by the Institute for New Testament 
Textual Research at Miinster/Westfalen. The committee states on page 
3* of the UBSGNT* Introduction: 

The purpose of selecting witnesses for the critical apparatus was generally 


to provide a broad number of witnesses that would be significant and rep- 
resentative of the whole tradition for the limited number of instances noted 
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in the apparatus in this edition. The emphasis is therefore naturally on 
Greek manuscripts of the New Testament. The result was a completely 
new selection, based on verifiable tests of the entire Greek manuscript 
tradition in the Institute for New Testament Textual Research at 
Miinster.”* 


In questioning the criteria used by the UBSGNT* committee in omitting 
or including certain variants, and in the ascribing of letter-ratings, Silva 
makes an interesting point. He states: 


[O]ne is tempted to infer that the evidence of Codex D and its allies is now 
being treated with significantly less regard than it had been earlier. This 
inference would be in keeping with Kurt Aland’s well-known criticisms 
of the so-called Western Text, but the introduction to the new edition says 
nothing that would help us confirm or set aside such an interpretation. 
And that is in fact the point of my comments: we are not given enough 
information to determine the criteria by which these decisions were 
made.’ 


Perhaps one further inference, not unlike Silva’s, might be put forward. 
Could it be that Miinster’s new collation of the Greek manuscripts has 
brought about, among the UBSGNT committee members, some type of 
heightened collaboration between the great uncials and ancient papyri, 
and/or a newly expressed optimism and greater confidence in these 
older witnesses (as can be substantiated, one must grant at least to some 
degree, by the earlier discussions concerning the apparent importance of 
high percentage manuscript groupings and papyri citations)? Assuming 
this to be the case, perhaps this new optimism and confidence in the 
great uncials and ancient papyri have lowered the regard for not the 
Western text (or not just the Western text), but the already faltering and 
much later Byzantine text, with the overall result that the UBSGNT* 
letter-ratings see an enormous upgrading. This inference would be in 
even greater accord with not only Aland’s well-known criticisms of the 
Byzantine text, but those criticisms of a large majority of textual scholars 
as well.” Indeed, textual critics have tended to marginalize the Byzantine 


74. For further references to an entirely new collation of manuscripts, see the 
UBSGNT“, pp. vi*, 2*, 19* regarding the lectionaries, 23* regarding the versions, 
and 29* regarding the Fathers. See also Elliott, ‘The Fourth Edition’, col. 13. 

75. Silva, ‘Symposium’, p. 351. 

76. Numerous scholars place the importance of the Byzantine text-type far below 
that of the older manuscripts, most notably the Alexandrian uncials and papyri. In 
addition to the examples about to follow, see K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New 
Testament, p. 318; Greenlee, Textual Criticism, p. 76; Metzger, The Text of the New 
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text-type, with the result being that it is firmly relegated to an increas- 
ingly low status while the older and more ancient manuscripts 
(particularly the uncials and papyri) are ascribed the greatest weight and 
place of authority in determining textual matters.” D.A. Carson states: 
‘But almost universally accepted today is the contention of Westcott and 
Hort that the Byzantine tradition does not antedate the middle of the 
fourth century and represents a relatively late conflation’.”® Fee, in 
dealing with the Byzantine text-type, explains that: 


Most of the readings peculiar to this text are generally recognized to be of 
a secondary nature. A great number of them smooth out grammar; remove 
ambiguity in word order; add nouns, pronouns, and prepositional phrases; 
and harmonize one passage with another. Its many conflate read- 
ings... where the Byzantine text-type combines the alternative variants of 
the Egyptian and Western texts, also reflect this secondary process.” 


One gains a clearer picture of the Byzantine text when reading two of 
the standard works on textual criticism, the Alands’ The Text of the New 
Testament and Metzger’s book of the same title. Opinions like the fol- 
lowing are prominent in these publications: 


The most serious defect of the first edition of the Greek New Testament 
[i-e. Erasmus’s edition] was not so much its innumerable errors as the 
type of text it represented. Erasmus relied on manuscripts of the twelfth/ 
thirteenth century which represented the Byzantine Imperial text, the 
Koine text, or the Majority text—however it may be known—the most 
recent and the poorest of the various New Testament text types... ad 


The Alands’ Category Rating System (see n. 72 of this chapter) reveals 
this very same trend where the vast majority of purely Byzantine 
manuscripts are placed into category V, this being the least important 


Testament, pp. 161, 238; idem, A Textual Commentary, 1994, pp. 7*-10*; and 
Vaganay and Amphoux, An Introduction, p. 109. 

77. This strong emphasis upon the older manuscripts has often been referred to 
by scholars, particularly those discussing Westcott and Hort’s reliance upon Codex 
Vaticanus, as ‘the cult of the best manuscript’. However, the phrase has also been 
used specifically to criticize the UBSGNT committee’s over-reliance upon the older 
manuscripts. For examples, see Black, ‘A Reply’, p. 120; Elliott, ‘Recent Studies’, 
p. 43; idem, ‘An Evaluation’, pp. 281, 290; idem, ‘Textual Commentary’, p. 132; 
and Epp, ‘Reflections’, p. 226, note 29. 

78. Carson, King James, p. 41. 

79. Fee, ‘Textual Criticism’, p. 8. 

80. K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, p. 4. 
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textual category, while the older manuscripts are consistently placed in 
category I, this being the most important textual category. The relevance 
of the other three categories is determined, to a large degree, by the 
extent of Byzantine textual influences and readings within the 
manuscripts. Those manuscripts with little Byzantine influence are, on 
the basis of their textual ‘purity’, given greater weight concerning text- 
critical matters, while those manuscripts with more Byzantine influence 
are heeded as less important.®! All these considerations indicate the low 
standing and secondary position accorded the Byzantine text by a 
majority of textual critics, especially when seen in the light of the older 
manuscripts. Despite several movements of resurgence in this secondary 
text-type, this remains the scholarly position and consensus.®? 


81. See Epp ‘Reflections’, pp. 225-26, where he assesses the Alands’ rating 
system. The choosing of manuscripts for citation in the UBSGNT* is decided upon 
by using the Alands’ category rating system. It is claimed that ‘The Committee made 
use of these categories in selecting manuscripts because they provide the only tool 
presently available for classifying the whole manuscript tradition of the New 
Testament on an objective statistical basis’. See pp. 4*-5* in the UBSGNT*. In the 
Nestle-Aland?’ a similar method is used to select witnesses for the textual apparatus. 
Greek manuscripts are cited ‘consistently, frequently, or only occasionally, depend- 
ing on the significance of the individual manuscript for establishing the text’. 
Consistently cited witnesses include those Greek manuscripts which are of the great- 
est value and authority for establishing the text. Frequently cited witnesses include 
manuscripts that are of outstanding significance in establishing the history of the text, 
or readings of interest for their content. Occasionally cited witnesses include 
manuscripts that essentially represent the Koine (Byzantine) text-type. These are 
explicitly cited only when they diverge from the Koine text in passages of special 
interest for the history of the text or for exegesis. The editors of the Nestle-Aland?’ 
break down the consistently cited witnesses into two further categories, or orders, 
based upon their quality and the way they are cited. The first order of consistently 
cited witnesses includes the papyri and the uncials which are independent of the 
Byzantine Koine text-type, and a small number of minuscules which preserve an 
early form of the text. The second order of consistently cited witnesses includes the 
more important uncials of the Koine text-type, and a group of minuscules which are 
of special interest for the history of the text although they are related to the Byzantine 
Koine text-type. See Nestle-Aland2’, pp. 50*-51*. The methods used for selecting 
manuscripts in both the UBSGNT*“ and the Nestle-Aland2’ seem to reflect further 
some type of marginalization and the secondary nature accorded to the Byzantine 
text. Elliott also points out that the Nestle-Aland2’ manuscript classifications are 
‘based on the level of their difference from the Byzantine, majority (= M), text-type’. 
See Elliott, ‘The Twentyseventh Edition’, col. 21. 

82. Again, this resurgence can be clearly seen in a number of works written 
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Is it possible that the UBSGNT editorial committee holds a newly 
expressed optimism for the great uncials and ancient papyri, while, at the 
same time, their view of the Byzantine text, spurred on by this new 
optimism and the views of the wider scholarly community, has been 
more pessimistic? That the presence of these older manuscript clusters 
within a variant often results in that variant receiving an A or B letter- 
rating, as seen in earlier discussions, tends to add support to the estima- 
tion that the older manuscripts are regarded as more important while the 
Byzantine manuscripts are marginalized. When the critical apparatus of 
the UBSGNT is closely examined, particularly the UBSGNT*, one is able 
to detect the prominence and authority given to the more ancient 
manuscripts such as Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, and a number 
of the papyri. Aland himself has not been timid in making strong asser- 
tions regarding the importance of these older witnesses. He claims: 


The new ‘standard text’ [the text present in the UBSGNT? and Nestle- 
Aland?®] has passed the test of the early papyri and uncials. It corre- 
sponds, in fact, to the text of the early time... At no place and at no time 
do we find readings here [i.e., in the earliest papyri and uncials] that 
require a change in the ‘standard text’. If the investigation conducted here 
in all its brevity and compactness could be presented fully, the detailed 
apparatus accompanying each variant would convince the last doubter. A 
hundred years after Westcott-Hort, the goal of an edition of the New 
Testament ‘in the original Greek’ seems to have been reached... In the 
framework of the present possibilities, the desired goal appears now to 
have been attained, to offer the writings of the New Testament in the form 
of the text that comes nearest to that which, from the hand of their authors 
or redactors, they set out on their journey in the church of the 1st and 2d 
centuries.®? 


For Aland at least, the overwhelming importance of the older 
manuscripts, especially the great uncials and ancient papyri, cannot be 


within the past few decades. See Hills, The King James Defended!; Fuller, Which 
Bible ?; Sturz, The Byzantine Text-Type; Pickering, Identity of the New Testament; 
and Hodges and Farstad, The Greek New Testament. 

83. This statement was first made by K. Aland, ‘Der neue “Standard Text” in 
seinem Verhiltnis zu den friihen Papyri und Majuskeln’, in E.J. Epp and G.D. Fee, 
New Testament Textual Criticism: Its Significance for Exegesis: Essays in Honour of 
Bruce M. Metzger (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981), p. 275. This English translation 
appears in E.J. Epp, ‘A Continuing Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism’, 
in Epp and Fee, Studies in the Theory, pp. 121-22, and n. 17. Compare this quota- 
tion with n. 73 above. 
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mistaken. The earlier words of Edwards, Hodges, and Moir concerning 
manuscript groupings seem to ring clear.* In fact, as was already men- 
tioned, it is this external dependence upon the older manuscripts that 
has, in the past, been one of the criticisms leveled at the UBSGNT edi- 
tions.®° It seems obvious that external evidence (especially the date and 
character of the manuscripts) has been considered. But the opposite 
must be asked: To what degree has internal evidence been utilized in the 
attempt to ascribe variant letter-ratings? Similar to Silva’s previous 
insight, the UBSGNT* introduction says very little that would help us 
confirm or set aside the hypothesis that a new collation of the Greek 
manuscripts has brought about some type of heightened concurrence 
between the uncials and papyri, and/or a new optimism and greater 
confidence in these older witnesses, while at the same time lowering 
regard for the Byzantine text. The overall result of this polarization of 
witnesses is that those textual variants in the UBSGNT*“ that cite the 
older manuscripts are given even higher letter-ratings than in previous 
UBSGNT editions in view of the new optimism and greater confidence 
in these more ancient witnesses. And again, like Silva, one should 
express disappointment that ‘we are not given enough information to 
determine the criteria by which these decisions were made’. Although 
this argument is postulative, meaning that the UBSGNT editors have not 
specifically defended the UBSGNT* upgrades with this line of reasoning, 
could it, nonetheless, be viable?®° Not only would it seem to support the 


84. See the earlier references in nn. 68, 69, and 71. 

85. Again, for this criticism, see especially Elliott, ‘An Evaluation’, pp. 292-300; 
idem, ‘A Short Examination’, p. 138; Ross, ‘The United Bible’, p. 121; and 
Omanson, ‘A Perspective’, p. 121. 

86. It was greatly encouraging to discuss this entire theory with Dr Eugene A. 
Nida, who not only acted as the impetus for the formation of the United Bible 
Societies, but has also been intimately involved with the work on the UBSGNT edi- 
tions. In conversation with Dr Nida (18 September, 1995), and in later correspon- 
dence (26 January, 1996), he affirmed the primary tenets in this hypothesis, con- 
cluding that ‘There are many things that have occurred to justify this kind of 
re-evaluation. In the first place, the team in Miinster has done a remarkable job in 
evaluating not just the evidence from critical texts but also from the manuscripts. 
They have computerized most of the relevant data and are in a position to judge both 
qualitatively and quantitatively. Furthermore, their study of the Byzantine tradition 
has shown that there are significant differences within the Byzantine tradition, and 
this leads therefore to greater confidence in the major early codices. There is probably 
negative evidence for this shift, because those who have been working with the 
material published by the UBS have on the whole been quite satisfied with the 
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immense shift displayed in the A, B, C, and D ratings present in this 
most recent UBSGNT edition, but it also answers a large number of 
questions that the UBSGNT committee remains silent upon.®’ 


Concluding Summary 

In this fourth and final section of Chapter 2, we have discussed various 
reasons for the letter-rating alterations present in the UBSGNT* and 
have sought to ascertain their validity. Five possible defenses for the 
rating upgrades have been advanced: (1) a redefining of the letter-rating 
levels, (2) the addition of new manuscripts adding further information, 
(3) manuscript groupings that affect the letter-ratings, (4) a new consen- 
sus concerning an old group of manuscripts, and lastly (5) an emphasis 
upon the older manuscripts and a marginalization of the Byzantine text- 
type. A number of these five justifications seem tenable. It must be 
emphasized that no explicit reasoning can be found in any of the 
UBSGNT editions, or for that matter in any handbook or article, that 
clearly elucidates why these letter-rating fluctuations have occurred. On 
the other hand, a number of criticisms have been pointed out pertaining 


results. And the text prepared primarily for translators, as well as the so-called 
Nestle-Aland text (27th edition), have been generally accepted as the more satis- 
factory texts for textual scholarship of the New Testament.’ 

87. Perhaps a secondary note is that in the climate of textual criticism present in 
the earlier UBSGNT editions, the equality of the Byzantine text for determining tex- 
tual matters (not necessarily its equality in textual ‘weight’, but more its equality for 
consideration) was still supported to some degree by scholars. Possibly the ‘faith’ 
that some academics and churchmen placed in the Majority text created moderate 
pressure that prevented (1) a complete marginalization of the Byzantine tradition, and 
(2) a fuller reliance upon the older manuscripts. However, in the climate of textual 
criticism present in the UBSGNT* (18 years removed from the UBSGNT>, and ten 
years removed from the very similar UBSGNT?°°"-) could it be that the field and 
discipline of New Testament textual criticism has changed? With the recent Miinster 
manuscript collations, is it possible that a new optimism and confidence in the great 
uncials and the ancient papyri is being expressed, while the Byzantine tradition, 
seemingly losing its last foothold (again, as evident from much scholarly discussion 
and the present modern consensus), has left the field to these older manuscripts? 
Perhaps the eclectic tradition, with its supporting manuscripts, has risen to a more 
prominent and certain position, and with the marginalization of the Byzantine tradi- 
tion, there is little opposition to a newly expressed degree of certainty in the great 
uncials and the ancient papyri. Is it conceivable that a progression of this nature has 
been revealed in the UBSGNT* by the dramatic improvement of letter-ratings and, 
therefore, a much more certain text? 
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to the weakness of letter-rating upgrades within the UBSGNT editions.** 
This general flaw of omission (i.e. the lack of explanation detailing ade- 
quate reasons for the rating fluctuations made between UBSGNT edi- 
tions) is also to be noted regarding the shared Nestle-Aland and 
UBSGNT text. Epp comments: 


Something that is omitted in the Alands’ volume [The Text of the New 
Testament]. ..is an adequate statement of the theoretical base for this so- 
called ‘Standard text’ [i.e. Nestle-Aland and UBSGNT]. In view of the 
many pages devoted to it in the volume, it is surprising to discover that the 
description of this text largely concerns procedural aspects of the commit- 
tee’s work, the story of how the text of the Nestle-Aland NT and the 
UBSGNT came together, and the differing formats of the two editions. 
There is little on the theory of the text itself. .. a? 


The fact that these rating changes have occurred in the UBSGNT* is 
problematic. However, the real crisis results when reasons adequately 
and precisely detailing the theory behind these changes are not clearly 
provided for users of the UBSGNT. Instead, brief allusion and 
insufficient defenses are given in their place. A detailed explanation as to 
why the letter-ratings in the UBSGNT* have been changed from past 
editions is clearly discarded. 


88. Once again, see articles such as Elliott, ‘The Third Edition’, pp. 69-74; idem, 
‘The Fourth Edition’, cols. 18-19; idem, ‘Two New Editions’, p. 95; Moir, ‘Greek 
New Testament’, pp. 141-42; and Ross, ‘The United Bible’, p. 118. 

89. Epp, ‘Reflections’, p. 224. 


Chapter 3 


AN EVALUATION OF TWO SPECIFIC TEXT-CRITICAL PROBLEMS 
IN THE UBSGNT* 


This final chapter will seek to apply the findings of the previous chapters 
to specific textual problems. Chapter 1 acts as the historical basis of this 
textual inquiry. Understanding the history and methodology of textual 
criticism from the time of Westcott and Hort until the present assists the 
reader in understanding the background of the discipline, seeing where 
text-critical methodology has shifted, and discerning areas in which 
advancement has occurred. As seen throughout this monograph, the 
methodology of Westcott and Hort has made an indelible imprint upon 
the approach and praxis of the UBSGNT editorial committee.'! Although 
one will observe distinguishable differences between a modern approach 
to textual criticism and the classical approach as put forth by Westcott 
and Hort, the reader may be surprised by the obvious similarities and 
close relationship that forms between the two methods. 

Chapter 2, which provides a statistical analysis of the UBSGNT*, has 
revealed several of the more exceptional variants. In fact, two of them 
are analyzed in this chapter, Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44. Each variant 
undergoes a letter-rating increase of three grades, rising from an initial 
D rating to an A rating in the UBSGNT*. These two passages are con- 
sidered exceptional because they are the only two variants within the 
entire UBSGNT tradition to experience a change of this extensive 
nature.” Several other aspects of the second chapter, such as the 


1. See again Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, p. 10*. 

2. Since Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44 are the two variants that undergo the greatest 
level of upgrade in the UBSGNT*, some may conclude that they are too extreme to 
act as representatives or examples of letter-rating changes in this latest edition. The 
complete opposite, however, is true. Luke 19.25 and Acts 2.44 are the most obvious 
examples of unwarranted letter-rating increase. If immoderate rating changes are 
allowed to occur in variants of this nature, where they obviously should not, what 
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discussion describing the high percentage manuscript groupings in the 
UBSGNT*, will also be reconsidered. 

An examination of these two variant units will fulfill several functions 
and goals: (1) the information and insight gained from an analysis of 
Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44 will serve as a paradigm for use with other 
exceptional and fluctuating UBSGNT* passages, (2) conclusions will be 
formed regarding the decision-making process of the UBSGNT editors 
as they sought to accord letter-ratings to each variant unit, and (3) the 
justifiability and integrity of the remarkable letter-rating changes present 
in the UBSGNT* will be evaluated. 


1. A Textual Inquiry into the Exceptional Variant at Luke 19.25 
Description of Each Variant in the Entire Variant Unit of Luke 19.25 


Variant I includes v. 25 in the text: kai eixav adté, Kopte, éxer 
d€Ka vdc (And they said to him, ‘Lord, he has ten minas’). 
Variant 2 omits v. 25 from the text. 


Letter-Ratings and Manuscript Changes to the Citations in the 
Apparatus at Luke 19.25 as Seen throughout Each UBSGNT Edition 
Lk. 19.25 is given the following letter-ratings in each of the UBSGNT 
editions: UBSGNT!: D rating, UBSGNT*: D rating, UBSGNT”: C rating, 
UBSGNT**"™: C rating, UBSGNT*: A rating. One can clearly observe 
the three-step increase from a D rating to an A rating. 

The headings that follow simply list the changes to the critical appara- 
tus as they occur in each subsequent edition. This section focuses pre- 
dominantly upon matters of external evidence in order to reveal if there 
have been manuscript additions or perhaps deletions that warrant the 
increase in letter-ratings throughout each UBSGNT edition. Both added 
and deleted manuscripts for each edition are recorded. The changes to 


then of variants that are upgraded by only one letter-rating? If the UBSGNT* edito- 
rial committee introduces unfounded upgrades of this excessive nature, how likely 
are they to modify variants with more moderate fluctuations? Are the new ratings of 
these more moderate variants equally unfounded? Again, because of the extent of 
letter-rating increases, Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44 are the two most obvious examples 
where this degree of upgrade should not have occurred. Can the UBSGNT* commit- 
tee justify upgrades of this nature? If the editors of the fourth edition can take such 
liberties with these extreme variant fluctuations, what of variants with more modest 
fluctuations? Have these likewise been unjustifiably upgraded? 
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the apparatus of each edition are based upon the apparatus of each pre- 
vious edition (i.e. the UBSGNT' is not used as the standard for each sub- 
sequent edition. Thus changes to the UBSGNT? are determined by the 
manuscripts cited in the UBSGNT’, etc.) 

UBSGNT! and UBSGNT? Additions and Deletions: In the UBSGNT 
and the UBSGNT? the manuscript citation is identical. There are no 
additions or deletions. 

UBSGNT? Additions: In the UBSGNT®, the minuscule 565 (a category 
III manuscript from the ninth century representing the Caesarean text, 
with a lower importance in Luke) and the Byzantine lectionary /!7°! (fif- 
teenth century) are added to the apparatus of the first variant. 

UBSGNT? Deletions from the First Variant: The Byzantine lectionary 
[883 (from the eleventh century) recorded in the UBSGNT? is removed 
from the UBSGNT? apparatus (according to the UBSGNT manuscript 
lists, this lectionary contains the text of Acts rather than Luke, which is 
the likely reason for its removal). 

UBSGNT® Deletions from the Second Variant: Minuscule 565 is 
removed from the second variant of this unit in the UBSGNT®?, but as 
seen above, it is placed into the first variant option (apparently correct- 
ing a mis-categorization). 

UBSGNT**°™. Additions and Deletions: The UBSGNT*°™ apparatus 
remains identical to the UBSGNT”. 

UBSGNT* Additions:> In the UBSGNT“, the manuscript citation 


3. A number of these UBSGNT*“ additions to the first variant in Lk. 19.25 
include newly recorded minuscules and uncials with Byzantine readings. Some may 
conclude that the addition of these manuscripts with a Byzantine influence invalidates 
that part of the earlier hypothesis presented in Chapter 2, Section 4, which tentatively 
asserted that this text-type had been to some degree marginalized. If new Byzantine 
witnesses are being added into the critical apparatus of the UBSGNT‘, one could 
claim that it is unlikely that this text-type is being marginalized. Although this may be 
true, the primary assertion of my hypothesis, that there seems to be some type of 
new consensus or greater confidence in the older witnesses, is not affected. The idea 
of a Byzantine marginalization is of secondary importance. Regardless, one should 
keep in mind that these manuscripts which have been newly added, although contain- 
ing Byzantine readings, at the same time record a mixture of readings including rep- 
resentatives of the more ancient text and other peculiar variants. Given the nature of 
the UBSGNT* text with its prejudice for those readings attested by the more ancient 
manuscripts, it would be plausible to assume that these newly cited witnesses are 
added to the apparatus in order to provide support for those readings that represent an 
earlier or peculiar textual tradition rather than those readings that represent the much 
later Byzantine or Majority tradition. After all, this distinction between readings of 
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appears to change extensively. Additions to the UBSGNT* apparatus 
include: 


Variant 1 
¢ the uncial 0233 (eighth century, category II). 


primary significance (i.e. those supported by the older witnesses such as the ancient 
papyri and great uncials) and readings of secondary significance (i.e. those supported 
by a majority of Byzantine witnesses) is clearly made by the editors of both the 
UBSGNT‘ and the Nestle-Aland?’. Furthermore, the much later Byzantine readings, 
if used at all, generally serve the secondary purpose of rounding out the textual his- 
tory of a variant rather than the primary purpose of establishing the reading of the 
original text. This place of prominence is reserved for those manuscripts that contain 
the more ancient readings or those readings of a more ancient origin. The variant here 
in Lk. 19.25 adds support to this idea. The majority of manuscripts that contain a 
high number of Byzantine readings and that are cited for this variant, and in fact most 
Byzantine manuscripts in general, are characterized as category III or category V wit- 
nesses. Again, these tend to be of more importance in rounding out the history of the 
textual tradition rather than confirming the correct reading of the original text. An 
evaluation of these newly added manuscripts on the basis of the categories presented 
in the Nestle-Aland?’ reveals further support. None are categorized as consistently 
cited witnesses of the first order (these being witnesses independent of the Byzantine 
Koine text-type, witnesses of the greatest value for establishing the text, and wit- 
nesses whose readings accordingly have the greatest authority). Only three (N022, 
579, and 1424) are categorized as consistently cited witnesses of the second order 
(these being the more important uncials of the Byzantine Koine text-type, and a 
group of minuscules which are of special interest for the history of the text). The 
remainder of the manuscripts that are added to Lk. 19.25 in the UBSGNT* would 
appear to be either frequently cited witnesses (manuscripts of outstanding 
significance for the history of the text, or with readings of interest for their content), 
or occasionally cited witnesses (manuscripts representing the Byzantine Koine text- 
type). For these categories see Nestle-Aland?’, pp. 50*-51*, and 684-718. With 
Byzantine readings, and Byzantine manuscripts in general, being used for the sec- 
ondary purpose of rounding out the text’s history rather than the primary purpose of 
establishing the original text, one can still interpret this as some type of marginaliza- 
tion. This need not be viewed in a negative light. The fact is that the Byzantine text is 
a later, secondary text-type, as is seen from the UBSGNT*“, the Nestle-Aland?’, and 
the present scholarly consensus. Therefore, it serves a secondary role in New 
Testament textual criticism. Finally, regarding the Byzantine minuscules specifically, 
the Alands state that a large majority ‘exhibit a purely or predominantly Byzantine 
text’. They add ‘this is not a peculiarity of the minuscules, but a characteristic they 
share with a considerable number of uncials. They are all irrelevant for textual criti- 
cism, at least for establishing the original form of the text and its development in the 
early centuries’. See K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, p. 142. 
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¢ the minuscules 157 (twelfth century, category IID, 180 (twelfth cen- 
tury, category III), 205 (fifteenth century, category III), 579 
(thirteenth century, category II in Luke), 597 (thirteenth century, 
category V), 1006 (eleventh century, category V), 1243 (eleventh 
century, category III), 1292 (thirteenth century, category V), 1342 
(thirteenth/fourteenth century, category II only in Mark), 1424 
(ninth/tenth century, category III-V), 1505 (eleventh century, cate- 
gory V). 

¢ the category V Byzantine uncials E07, F09, GO11, H013, NO22. 

¢ the group symbol Lect. replacing various Byzantine lectionaries. 

* the ancient versions of the Old Latin it®, Ethiopic, and Slavonic 
translations. 


Variant 2 
* the lectionaries /?!!. 384, 387, 770, 773, 1780 substituted for the group 
symbol Lect. 


UBSGNT* Deletions: Deletions from the UBSGNT* apparatus include: 


Variant 1 

* the category V Byzantine uncials K, IT, 063. 

¢ the minuscules 1009, 1079, 1195, 1216, 1242, 1344, 1365, 1546, 
1646, and 2148. 

* the Byzantine lectionaries [7° !>% 184, 185, 299, 950, 1761 are dropped 
and replaced by the group symbol Lect. as explained immediately 
above. 

¢ the ancient versions of the Old Latin it® and Gothic translations. 


Variant 2 
¢ minuscules 1230 and 1253, and the Greek Father Cyril. 


Taking into account the previous data, it appears doubtful that these 
minor manuscript changes warrant an increase from a D rating in the 
UBSGNT ! and UBSGNT? to aC rating in the UBSGNT®? and 
UBSGNT*“™.. The addition of minuscule 565 (a category III manuscript 
from the ninth century with a lower importance in Luke) and the 
Byzantine lectionary /'7°! into the apparatus of the UBSGNT? and 
UBSGNT***™ does not warrant this new C letter-rating. In what way does 
the addition of these two manuscripts change the UBSGNT committee’s 
‘very high degree of doubt concerning the reading selected for the text’ 
to ‘considerable degree of doubt whether the text or the apparatus 
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contains the superior reading’? One could argue that the additional 
textual information provided by the inclusion of minuscule 565 and /'76!, 
manuscripts that are more important for establishing textual history 
rather than the original text, provides little weight in ascribing a new 
C rating to this variant. However, this fluctuation is minor when com- 
pared to that present in the UBSGNT*. Although the changes to the 
UBSGNT* apparatus look extensive, in reality they are not. Manuscripts 
of approximately equal value seem to have been exchanged rather than 
added. Those removed are replaced by others of similar weight. Other 
than the addition of the uncials N022 (a category V Byzantine witness) 
and 0233 (eighth century, category III), the minuscules 579 (thirteenth 
century, category II in Luke) and 1424 (ninth/tenth century, category 
III), and several ancient versions, there are no significant manuscript 
additions to the UBSGNT“ apparatus. The addition of these manuscripts 
into the apparatus of the UBSGNT*—even though minuscule 579 
carries some weight and authority—seems very unlikely to give occa- 
sion to the letter-rating changing from a C in the UBSGNT? and 
UBSGNT**™ to an A in this latest edition.* 


4. Once again, the most important manuscript additions to this variant are the 
category V Byzantine uncial N022, the category III uncial 0233, the category II 
minuscule 579, and the category III minuscule 1424. Based upon the category rat- 
ings used in the UBSGNT“, only the category II minuscule 579 holds any type of 
authority or weight. When evaluated by the Nestle-Aland2’ categories, none of these 
manuscripts are considered to be consistently cited witnesses of the first order (which 
are important for establishing the reading of the original text). Three of these four 
manuscripts (N022, 579, and 1424) are regarded as consistently cited witnesses of 
the second order (which are of more importance for the history of the text although 
they are related to the Byzantine Koine text-type). Taking into account the categories 
that these manuscripts fall into, it seems unlikely that their addition should give rise 
to the letter-rating changing from a C in the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT*°". to an A 
in the UBSGNT*. On the other hand, if the addition of these witnesses is respon- 
sible for the letter-rating modification here in Lk. 19.25, why are these manuscripts 
not all considered category I or consistently cited witnesses of the first order, 
especially if they are deemed so influential in ascribing letter-ratings? Perhaps there 
would be more justification for this rating upgrade if these manuscripts fell into 
category I or were regarded as consistently cited witnesses of the first order. An 
attempt was also made to compare the citation of manuscripts for Lk. 19.25 in both 
the UBSGNT*“ and the Nestle-Aland2’. With the Nestle-Aland?’ citing only those 
witnesses of utmost importance in establishing the original text, it was hoped that a 
comparison of the two Greek editions would further delineate those manuscripts 
of greater weight cited within the UBSGNT*. Unfortunately, in Nestle-Aland2’, a 
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Evaluation of Variants Based upon Internal Evidence 

Transcriptional probabilities. The more difficult reading would appear 
to be the inclusion of v. 25 in the passage. The ambiguity of the subject 
of eixav supports this. Who said Kupte, éxyer S€xa, wvdc? Was it the 
bystanders in v. 24 or those listening to the parable? The addition of this 
verse makes the transition to v. 26 more difficult as well. Verse 25 does 
not seem to fit the context in which it is placed and its removal would 
not adversely affect the passage, but would instead make the text 
smoother and perhaps somewhat easier to understand contextually. The 
shorter reading obviously omits the passage, therefore, one can see some 
tension between the two maxims pertaining to the more difficult reading 
and the shorter reading. Overall, the text-critical rule of the more 
difficult variant probably prevails in this case and therefore may attest to 
the verse’s genuineness. 

Unintentional alterations play almost no role in this variant. It seems 
very unlikely that a scribe would accidentally include this verse in the 
text. There may be some slight possibility that he unknowingly recorded 
a marginal note from his exemplar, but this is extremely doubtful as one 
would have a problem explaining the origin of the marginal note. 
Instead, the length of v. 25 may indicate that it was purposely placed 
into the text. Whether this was done by the original author or by a later 
scribe is not certain. However, if this variant is not original, an inten- 
tional alteration by a scribe would make better sense than an uninten- 
tional alteration. On the other hand, the authenticity of this verse may go 
back to the Lukan author, as the purposeful addition of this passage due 
to scribal clarification or reinterpretation seems unlikely since the scribe 
leaves the subject of cimav ambiguous. There is no elimination of dis- 
crepancies and no harmonization involved as the parallel passage (some 
scholars question if it is a parallel passage) is recorded without the verse 
in Mt. 25.28-29. It may be possible that a scribe would include v. 25 out 
of a desire to exclude nothing, or, through the process of conflation. 
However, one must once again explain where this verse originated. One 


‘negative apparatus’ is used for the variant in Lk. 19.25. This negative apparatus is 
given for variants which are cited mainly for their relevance to the history of the text 
or its interpretation. For these readings, only the evidence against the text is shown, 
not the evidence representing the text. Therefore, it was not possible to compare the 
manuscripts selected to support the reading in the text within both Greek editions. 
See Nestle-Aland?’, p. 50* for an explanation of both the positive and negative 
apparatus. 
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could more likely explain the assimilation and harmonization of several 
witnesses (such as D05, W032, 565, /2!!+ 384, 387, 770, 773, 1780  i¢b, d, ¢, ff2 
syrS, and cop>°) with the Matthean parallel, where v. 25 is omitted. It 
could also be possible that a style-conscious scribe purposely removed 
the verse due to its lack of flow and congruency with its surrounding 
context and with v. 26. Therefore, the passage’s more problematic pres- 
ence here may well attest to its originality. 

Intrinsic probabilities. Very little intrinsic probability figures into this 
passage. It is used in no other New Testament context. 


Evaluation of Variants Based upon External Evidence 

Relative date and character of manuscripts. Variant 1 holds the promi- 
nent position in view of the date and character of the manuscripts 
involved. The older manuscripts tend to align themselves with the inclu- 
sion of v. 25. The earliest and most important witnesses that attest to the 
inclusion of this verse, with their dates in brackets, are the uncials 801 
(4th cent.), AO2 (5th cent.), and B03 (4th cent.). There is also support for 
this variant in a number of the earlier versions such as the Old Latin 
manuscript it? (4th cent.), the Vulgate (4th cent.), and the Coptic versions 
cop (4th cent.) and cop>° (9th cent.). On the other hand, the earliest 
support for variant 2 and the omission of this verse are the later fifth- 
century uncials DOS and W032. There is also support for the exclusion 
of this verse in a number of the earlier versions such as the Old Latin 
witnesses it (Sth cent.) and it? (Sth cent.), and the Syriac versions syr® 
(4th cent.) and syr* (4th cent.). The omission of this verse is also attested 
by the Latin Father Lucifer of Calaris (4th cent.). 

Geographical distribution. Variant 1 holds the greater geographical 
representation. Its witnesses spread from (1) Rome with a western 
influence (attested to by BO3); (2) Asia Minor and Constantinople with 
an eastern influence (attested by many of the Byzantine manuscripts 
such as E07 and FO9, a large number of the lectionaries and minuscules, 
and the Armenian and Georgian versions); (3) North Africa, Egypt, and 
Alexandria with a southern influence (attested to by A02, A037, many 
Old Latin manuscripts such as it* and it', the Syriac manuscripts syr? and 
syr®, the Coptic manuscripts cop“ and cop°, and the Ethiopic version); 
and (4) Palestine with a central geographical influence (attested to by 
801 and 6038). Whereas the geographic spread of variant 1 is complete 
and thorough, variant 2 holds a more limited geographical representa- 
tion. Its witnesses spread from (1) North Africa with the southern 


162 Textual Optimism 


influence (attested by DO5, W032, and Old Latin versions such as it 
and it®); (2) Asia Minor with an eastern influence (attested by a number 
of the lectionaries); and, although limited (3) Palestine with a central 
influence (attested by the Syriac versions syr“ and syr*). 

Genealogical relationships and text-types. Variant 1 shows a broader 
genealogical and textual basis than variant 2. The inclusion of v. 25 is 
supported by witnesses such as 801, B03, L019, 33, 579, 892, cop, and 
cop”? for the Alexandrian text. Manuscripts like Q038 (the chief wit- 
ness), NO22, f!, f!3, 28, 565, 700, and the Armenian and Georgian ver- 
sions represent the Caesarean text. Witnesses such as A02, A037, E07, 
FO9, GO11, HO13, 597 and numerous other minuscules, and the lec- 
tionaries are representatives of the Byzantine text. And lastly, the 
Western text, the least represented text-type in this first variant, is sup- 
ported by manuscripts like the Old Latin versions and the Syriac version 
syr®. Variant 2 is strongly represented by the Western text manuscripts 
such as DOS, a number of the Old Latin versions like syr° and syr*, and 
Lucifer of Calaris. This second variant is also represented, although to a 
limited degree, by the uncial W032 and a number of later Byzantine lec- 
tionaries; however, the Western text is the only strongly supported text- 
type that omits v. 25 from Luke 19. It may be that this second variant 
represents a peculiarity of the Western text-type. 

Relative quality of witnesses. Variant 1, when the maxim that manu- 
scripts should be weighed and not counted is applied, once again holds 
the position of prominence. A large number of uncials, minuscules, 
lectionaries, and ancient versions all support the presence of v. 25, while 
a considerably smaller number of uncials, lectionaries, ancient versions, 
and one Greek Father support the omission of the passage. But, again, 
one must weigh rather than count the manuscript evidence. Clearly, with 
the combined presence of 801, A02, and B03, v. 25 is supported by the 
most important uncial representation and tradition possible for a textual 
variant. On the other hand, the omission of this verse is represented by 
the weaker Western tradition. 

The question of which variant best accounts for the rise of the other 
variants is really not applicable to this situation. However, when one 
considers which variant makes the most sense in the context, in opposi- 
tion to the previous external evidence, one should side with variant 2 
and the exclusion of v. 25. Again, this verse does not seem to fit the 
context in which it is placed. 
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Summary of Textual Inquiry into Luke 19.25 
Based upon the evaluation of both internal evidence (specifically pertain- 
ing to transcriptional probabilities) and external evidence, one should 
likely conclude that v. 25 (the first variant option of this unit) is original 
to the Gospel of Luke and not a later addition by scribes. However, in 
disagreement with the editors of the UBSGNT%“, this variant should not 
receive the assuredness of an A letter-rating. As one can see from the 
above discussion, the evidence is not conclusive. Considerations such as 
the preference of a shorter reading, the possibility of later additions to 
the text through the assimilation of a marginal note, and the omission of 
this variant making the most contextual sense, would leave the debate 
open, even if only slightly. At best, only a B rating would be justifiable. 
Even Metzger reveals the apparent difficulty that the UBSGNT edi- 
tors had in reaching a decision regarding this textual variant. His state- 
ments in the 1971 edition of the supplemental textual commentary 
(intended for use with the UBSGNT*), along with the ascription of a 
C letter-rating for this variant, indicates that a judgment was made, but 
with some difficulty, and not with conclusive support.° It must be kept 
in mind that the 1971 edition of this commentary was written based 
upon the more easily attainable definitions of the A, B, C, and D letter- 
rating categories used in the UBSGNT®. Again, in this edition Lk. 19.25 
receives a C rating. Of even greater interest is Metzger’s comment on 
this same variant in the 1994 edition of the supplemental textual com- 
mentary (intended for use with the new UBSGNT*).® Although in the 
UBSGNT* Lk. 19.25 is upgraded to an A letter-rating, supposedly attest- 
ing to its definite certainty, Metzger’s explanation of this variant in the 
1994 edition of the textual commentary remains essentially identical to 
his explanation in the 1971 edition of the commentary. It is dramatically 
clear that Metzger’s explanation of Lk. 19.25 in the 1994 commentary 
is in direct contrast to the committee’s ascription of an A letter-rating in 
the UBSGNT“. As in the 1971 edition of the textual commentary, 
Metzger states in the 1994 edition that 


a majority of the Committee considered it to be more probable that the 
words were omitted in several Western witnesses... A majority of the 
Committee considered that, on balance, both external attestation and 


5. See Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, p. 169. 
6. See Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, p. 144. 
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transcriptional probabilities favor the retention of the words in the text 
[italics added].’ 


Even Metzger’s use of the words ‘majority’, ‘more probable’, ‘on bal- 
ance’, and ‘favor’ clearly do not correspond to the degree of certainty 
necessary for a variant to receive an A letter-rating. Why is there a con- 
tradiction here? According to Metzger’s commentary, it would seem 
more justifiable that this variant receive a C letter-rating. It appears that 
the UBSGNT committee were not hesitant enough in making a decision 
regarding this variant, even though the redefined A, B, C, and D letter- 
rating categories as recorded in the UBSGNT* should be more difficult 
to attain than in the previous UBSGNT editions. Why was Lk. 19.25 not 
accorded an A rating in the UBSGNT®°, where it would fall under the 
less rigorous definition of ‘virtual/almost certainty’ rather than the more 
rigorous definition of ‘complete certainty’ which is required of A vari- 
ants in the UBSGNT*? What caused this change in the minds of the 
UBSGNT committee? It must be remembered that there is no new pri- 
mary manuscript support added to the UBSGNT* apparatus at Lk. 19.25 
thereby enabling and justifying the improved A rating. In consideration 
of the external manuscript evidence, dealing strictly with manuscripts 
alone, there is approximately the same weight of witnesses in the 
UBSGNT? apparatus as in the UBSGNT“ apparatus. Why the change in 
letter-ratings at Lk. 19.25? Internal evidence is not absolutely certain 
(as Metzger indicates in his textual commentary). It would seem that 
Lk. 19.25 increased to an A rating for no apparent reason. Based upon 
the discussion of internal and external evidence, as well as upon Metzger’s 
comments, there appears to be an illogical and fallacious increase in 
letter-ratings, from C to A, at Lk. 19.25. 

Bearing in mind the earlier discussion of Chapter 2, Section 4, regard- 
ing various possible reasons for the rating changes from previous 
UBSGNT editions to the UBSGNT*, it may be possible that the 
UBSGNT committee re-evaluated Lk. 19.25 in the UBSGNT* on the 
basis of (1) specific high percentage manuscript groupings present in 
each variant (i.e. predominantly external evidence alone), and (2) on the 
basis of a newly expressed optimism and greater respect for the older 
witnesses. If we take into account this optimism for the earlier ancient 
manuscripts, and then apply the results gained from the high percentage 
manuscript groupings of Chapter 2 to the variant in Lk. 19.25, it can be 


7. See Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, p. 144. 
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seen that Lk. 19.25 almost perfectly coincides with the high percentage 
manuscript cluster determined earlier for Luke 1-8. In Chapter 2 it was 
revealed that a large percentage of A rated variants in Luke 1-8 con- 
tained the following manuscripts in the apparatus: 


A Rated Variants 

Mss Type/Category Percent 
B03 uncial (I) 100% 
W032 uncial (III) 100% 
801 uncial (I) 94% 
L019 uncial (II) 89% 
cop coptic 89% 
579 minuscule (II) 78% 
1241 minuscule (II) 72% 
cop? coptic 12% 


In Lk. 19.25 the manuscripts recorded in the UBSGNT‘* critical appara- 
tus are very similar to those found in the high percentage manuscript 
grouping above. The only manuscript present in the high percentage 
grouping that is not present in Lk. 19.25 is Codex Freerianus (W032); 
in fact, this witness is cited as a manuscript for the second variant of 
Lk. 19.25. There is, therefore, almost a perfect match. It would seem 
viable that these manuscript groups do indeed act as some type of model 
for ascribing letter-ratings.* Nevertheless, even if this provides only a 


8. A number of witnesses with Byzantine readings are cited not only in the A 
rated variant of Lk. 19.25 (as discussed in n. 3 above), but also in the high percent- 
age manuscript grouping calculated for the first eight chapters of Luke. Again, some 
may decide that the inclusion of these witnesses with a Byzantine influence invali- 
dates that part of the earlier hypothesis presented in Chapter 2, Section 4, which ten- 
tatively asserted that this text-type has been to some degree marginalized. If 
Byzantine witnesses are included in the high percentage manuscript grouping 
(therefore representing consistent use in the critical apparatus of the UBSGNT“), the 
claim could be made that this text-type has not been marginalized. However, even 
though this point may be true, the primary assertion of the hypothesis, that there 
seems to be some type of new consensus or greater confidence in the older wit- 
nesses, is not affected. The idea of a Byzantine marginalization is of secondary 
importance. Yet in following through with this thought, one might keep in mind that 
these manuscripts, although containing Byzantine readings, at the same time record a 
mixture of readings including representatives of the more ancient text and other pecu- 
liar variants. Considering again the nature of the UBSGNT* text with its prejudice 
for those readings attested by the more ancient manuscripts, it would be plausible to 
assume that these witnesses with a mixed text are included in the apparatus in order 
to provide support for those readings that represent an earlier or peculiar textual tra- 
dition rather than those readings that represent the much later Byzantine tradition or 
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partial explanation for the letter-rating increase in Lk. 19.25 (and it may, 
along with earlier considerations, have some merit), not once in the 
UBSGNT‘ is the reader presented with a logical and clear justification of 
why the letter-ratings have increased so dramatically; and this is certainly 
necessary. Unfortunately, this explanation is seemingly based upon 
external evidence alone, with little regard being given to internal 
evidence. 


Majority text. As mentioned earlier, a distinction between readings of primary 
significance (i.e. those supported by the older witnesses such as the ancient papyri 
and great uncials) and readings of secondary significance (i.e. those supported by a 
majority of Byzantine witnesses) is clearly made by the editors of both the 
UBSGNT‘ and the Nestle-Aland2’. Furthermore, the much later Byzantine readings, 
if used at all, generally serve the secondary purpose of rounding out the textual his- 
tory of a variant rather than the primary purpose of establishing the reading of the 
original text. The place of prominence is reserved for those manuscripts that contain 
the more ancient readings or those readings of a more ancient origin. The variant here 
in Lk. 19.25 and the high percentage manuscript grouping for the first eight chapters 
of Luke add support to this idea, especially if the relative weight of each witness is 
considered. The majority of Byzantine manuscripts and manuscripts with a high pro- 
portion of Byzantine readings are characterized as category III or category V wit- 
nesses. Aside from the category II minuscule 579 (which records a predominantly 
Alexandrian text in Luke), the other manuscripts with a high proportion of Byzantine 
readings that are cited in the high percentage manuscript grouping for this book 
(minuscule 1241 which also contains Alexandrian readings in Luke, and the Western 
uncial W032 recording primarily Byzantine readings in Luke) are considered cate- 
gory III witnesses. Again, these tend to be of more importance in rounding out the 
history of the textual tradition rather than confirming the correct reading of the origi- 
nal text, particularly where the manuscript’s Byzantine readings are concerned. The 
Nestle-Aland?’ categories shed further light on this issue. Of these three manuscripts 
with Byzantine readings, only one (W032) is a consistently cited witness of the first 
order and of greatest value for establishing the text (and this probably not due to its 
Byzantine readings in Matthew and Luke, but because of a number of its curious 
readings such as the Freer logion). The other two witnesses (minuscules 579 and 
1241) are considered to be consistently cited witnesses of the second order and are of 
more importance for the history of the text. Therefore, the A letter-rating given to the 
variant here in Lk. 19.25 is probably ascribed on the basis of the superior category I 
and category II manuscripts that contain the more ancient readings or those readings 
of a more ancient origin, rather than those category III manuscripts or readings that 
represent the later Byzantine or Majority text. Taking into account these above con- 
siderations, it may still be possible to assert that the addition of these witnesses 
serves to broaden the textual history rather than to establish the original reading of the 
text, and therefore, it is equally possible to claim that the Byzantine text has been to 
some degree marginalized. 
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2.A Textual Inquiry into the Exceptional Variant at Acts 2.44 
Description of Each Variant in the Entire Variant Unit of Acts 2.44 
Variant 1 includes the full Hoav éni 16 abt Kat in v. 44: 


Tldvtec 5 of motevovtes foav éni 16 avtd Kai elyov Gnavta Kowa 
And all the ones believing were in the same place and were having all 
things in common. 


Variant 2 includes only éni t6 avdt0: 
Tavtec 5& of motedovtes Exi 16 avd eiyov Gnavto Kova 


And all the ones believing in the same place were having all things in 
common. 


Variant 3 omits Hoav éni 16 adtd Kat. 


Letter-Ratings and Manuscript Changes to the Citations in the 
Apparatus at Acts 2.44 as Seen throughout Each UBSGNT Edition 
Acts 2.44 is given the following letter-ratings in each of the UBSGNT 
editions: UBSGNT': D rating, UBSGNT: D rating, UBSGNT*: D rating, 
UBSGNT*: D rating, UBSGNT*: A rating. As with Lk. 19.25, there is 
a three-step letter increase from a D rating to an A rating. However, 
here in Acts 2.44, this radical improvement occurs only in the UBSGNT*, 
while all previous editions remain constant. 

A list of the changes to the critical apparatus as they occur in each 
subsequent edition follows. These changes to the apparatus of each edi- 
tion are based upon the apparatus of each previous edition (i.e. the 
UBSGNT' is not used as the standard for each subsequent edition. Thus 
changes to the UBSGNT® are determined by the manuscripts cited in 
the UBSGNT?, etc.) It should also be noted that in each of the first four 
UBSGNT editions there are four variant options in the entire variant unit 
of Acts 2.44. However, the UBSGNT* omits the second option given in 
each of these earlier editions (Ei 10 abt0 Kai) and, therefore, only lists 
three variant options. 

UBSGNT' and UBSGNT? Additions and Deletions: In the UBSGNT! 
and the UBSGNT? the manuscript citation is identical in all four variant 
options. There are no additions or deletions. 

UBSGNT? Additions and Deletions: In the UBSGNT®, the minuscule 
234 is added to the third variant option (éxi 10 at0) of the four variant 
unit. 
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UBSGNT*°"- Additions and Deletions: In the UBSGNT***™, the 
Greek Church Father, Basil the Great, is added to the first variant option 
(hoav éni tO adtO Kai) of the four variant unit. 

UBSGNT* Additions:° Whereas in the first four UBSGNT editions 
there were four variant options listed in the entire variant unit, the 
UBSGNT* , by omitting the second option given in each of these earlier 
editions (éni 16 adtd Kai), only lists three variant options. As in 
Lk. 19.25, the UBSGNT* manuscript citation appears to change exten- 
sively here in Acts 2.44. Additions to the UBSGNT* apparatus include: 


Variant I 

¢ the minuscules 36 (twelfth century, category II), 307 (tenth century, 
category III), 453 (fourteenth century, category III), 610 (twelfth 
century, category IID, 1175 (eleventh century, category I manu- 
script important for the history of the text), 1409 (fourteenth cen- 
tury, category II), 1678 (fourteenth century, category III?), 1891 
(tenth century, category II), and 2344 (eleventh century, category 
TM. 

* the category V uncial P025 now follows the newly added Byz. 
symbol. 


9. Similar to Lk. 19.25, the variant here at Acts 2.44 also adds to the critical 
apparatus of the UBSGNT* a number of uncials and minuscules with Byzantine 
readings. Along with the initial considerations recorded in n. 3 above, the evaluation 
of this variant’s witnesses in the light of the UBSGNT“ and Nestle-Aland?? 
manuscript categories is also of direct relevance. According to the UBSGNT* cate- 
gories, the most important newly added witnesses with Byzantine readings would 
appear to be the category I minuscule 1175 (on p. 151 of The Text of the New 
Testament, the Alands claim it is significant for establishing the history of the text), 
and the category II minuscules 36, 1409, and 1891. On the basis of the Nestle- 
Aland?’ categories, there are no newly added UBSGNT* manuscripts in Acts 2.44 
that are designated as consistently cited witnesses of the first order. Only two 
manuscripts are considered to be consistently cited witnesses of the second order 
(1175 and /884), while two others (36 and 453) are specifically designated as fre- 
quently cited witnesses. The remainder of these newly added manuscripts appear to 
be occasionally cited witnesses. In view of these considerations, one may justifiably 
conclude that the addition of these Byzantine manuscripts and Byzantine readings 
serves the secondary purpose of rounding out this variant’s textual history while the 
primary purpose of establishing the reading of the original text is reserved for those 
manuscripts that contain the more ancient readings or those readings of a more 
ancient origin. If the Byzantine manuscripts and readings play this secondary role, 
the notion of a marginalization could still hold true. 
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° the lectionaries /°8* and [!!78, 

¢ the ancient versions of the Old Latin it® 4°™ Pht and the 
Ethiopic and Slavonic translations. 

* the Greek Church Father Chrysostom. 


Variant 2 (variant 3 in each of the first four UBSGNT editions) 
¢ the ancient version of the Old Latin it’. 
¢ the Latin Church Father Speculum. 


Variant 3 (variant 4 in each of the first four UBSGNT editions) 
¢ this third variant option remains unchanged in all of the UBSGNT 
editions. 


UBSGNT* Deletions: Deletions from the UBSGNT* apparatus include: 


Variant I 
¢ the category V uncial P025 now follows the newly added Byz. 
symbol. 
* the category V Byzantine uncials 049, 056, 0142. 
¢ the minuscules 88, 104, 326, 330, 436, 451, 614, 629, 630, 1241, 
1505, 1877, 2127, 2412, and 2492. 
* the ancient Syriac version syr?, and the Coptic versions cop». 


Variant 2 (variant 3 in each of the first four UBSGNT editions) 
¢ the ancient version of the Old Latin it™. 


Variant 3 (variant 4 in each of the first four UBSGNT editions) 

¢ this third variant option remains unchanged in all of the UBSGNT 

editions. 

Upon observing the above data detailing the manuscript changes to the 
UBSGNT editions, particularly those of the UBSGNT*, one must ask the 
following question: Is there a persuasive and influential addition or alter- 
ation in the critical apparatus of this fourth edition that would justify a 
consistent D rated variant leaping to an A rated variant? Although the 
changes to the UBSGNT*“ apparatus look extensive, the only appreciable 
modification lies in the addition of numerous important minuscules such 
as 36, 1175, 1409 and 1891, and a number of Old Latin manuscripts. 
There is no addition of new information in the form of a major papyrus 
or uncial witness. Therefore, as we consider this significant letter-rating 
change, the main focus must fall upon the four new minuscule additions. 
Does the inclusion of these minuscules warrant the upheaval of the 
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consistent D letter-rating that is present in the UBSGNT' through to the 
UBSGNT*°™-? One should probably answer this question in the nega- 
tive—it is not sufficient to base a rating change of such proportions 
upon the evidence of these four newly added witnesses. Although the 
importance of a select group of minuscules has been more recently 
reassessed, resulting in the elevation of these manuscripts, it is unlikely 
that the addition of these four witnesses is able to support such a high 
degree of letter-rating modification.!° Regardless of the inclusion of 
these manuscripts, it seems a great leap for the UBSGNT committee to 
move from a ‘very high degree of doubt concerning the reading 
selected for the text’, as recorded in the UBSGNT' to the UBSGNT*, 
to ‘the text is certain’, as stated in the UBSGNT*. These manuscripts 
may add further weight to the inclusion of joav én 10 abt Kat, along 
with $)”4 and Codex Sinaiticus (801), but they do not completely dispel 
the reading that is supported by Codex Vaticanus (B03) and hence pro- 
vide undivided certainty regarding the correct reading of the text.'! 


10. See K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New Testament, pp. 128-29 regarding 
this reassessment of the minuscules. 

11. As already discussed in n. 9 above, the category evidence would suggest that 
the addition of these four manuscripts (36, 1174, 1409, and 1891) serves to add to 
this variant’s textual history instead of supporting the consistent D rating climbing to 
an A rating. There would be more justification for this letter-rating upgrade if these 
manuscripts fell into category I or were regarded as consistently cited witnesses of 
the first order. However, with the nature and extent of modification that occurs, even 
this is highly unlikely. As with Lk. 19.25, the variant at Acts 2.44 was compared in 
both the UBSGNT* and the Nestle-Aland@’. The manuscript citations that both edi- 
tions have in common are $)74,8, A, C, D, E, ¥, 33, 1739, and syr". Instead of 
listing the rest of the minuscules included in the UBSGNT*, it may be that the 
Nestle-Aland27 subsumes these under the group symbol IM representing the majority 
text, including the Byzantine Koine text. The Nestle-Aland?’ states that Dt represents 
the witness of the Koine text-type, together with the witness of all consistently cited 
manuscripts of the second order which agree with it in a given reading. However, the 
symbol itself has the status of a consistently cited witness of the first order. See the 
Nestie-Aland?’, p. 55*. It is interesting to note that the Nestle-Aland2’ apparatus 
does not cite any of the newly added UBSGNT* manuscripts such as 36, 1175, 
1409, and 1891. Does this reflect the idea that the Nestle-Aland2’, which cites, 
because of space limitations, only those manuscripts of greatest priority, regards 
these witnesses as less valuable in establishing the reading of the original text? If 
true, this provides one further piece of evidence that the addition of these manuscripts 
in the UBSGNT* does not warrant the D-A letter-rating upgrade present in Acts 
2.44. Even if these witnesses are subsumed under the symbol ®, they are still 
regarded as manuscripts of the Koine text-type and are consistently cited witnesses of 
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Evaluation of Variants Based upon Internal Evidence 

Evaluation of this passage can begin by eliminating the possibility of 
variant 3. It seems unlikely that this phrase would be entirely omitted 
from the passage. This assumption is made on the following grounds. 
First, the phrase is common in classical Greek and in the Septuagint and 
even acquired a ‘quasi-technical’ meaning in the early church.!? 
Therefore, its appearance here could very well be likely. Secondly, the 
manuscript evidence supporting the presence of this phrase, as it appears 
in variant 1 or variant 2, is extensive, while the evidence supporting its 
omission in variant 3 is extremely limited. Thirdly, the inclusion of this 
phrase, in one form or another, would be consistent with the earlier 
usage of fjoav in v. 42, and with the later usage of éxi 10 abt0 in v. 47, 
and would continue to emphasize and contribute to the theme of unity.!° 
Taking into account the internal evidence, perhaps the scribe who copied 
the later Old Latin manuscript it®2, in which this variant is omitted, pur- 
posely removed the phrase jjoav éni 16 adtd Kai because he too was 
confused as to which form it should appear in. However, this is specula- 
tive. It is more likely that he intended to provide a smoother, more 
direct reading and, therefore, omitted the text. 

Transcriptional probabilities. As in Lk. 19.25, consideration must be 
given to the shorter reading and the more difficult reading. The second 
variant is the shorter of the two more likely textual options in Acts 2.44. 
Variant 1 contains the longer reading, which provides further 
clarification by supplying the verb joav and the coordinating conjunc- 
tion kai. With the inclusion of these two elements, a further clause and 
greater explanation of the statement is given. Instead of simply saying 
‘And all the believers together had everything in common’, one gains a 
better understanding with the more complete text ‘And all the believers 
were together and had everything in common’. Upon initial considera- 
tion one may conclude that variant 1, due to the addition of the verb 


the second order. They are of more interest for the history of the text. Furthermore, if 
the addition of these manuscripts is a reason behind the incredible letter-rating 
upgrade in Acts 2.44, why were these apparently significant witnesses not likewise 
included in the apparatus of the Nestle-Aland2’? Similarly, why are these 
manuscripts not all considered category I or consistently cited witnesses of the first 
order if they hold such a great degree of influence in ascribing letter-ratings? 

12. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, p. 265. 

13. Metzger notes that the phrase ézi 16 até signifies the union of the Christian 
body, and could possibly be rendered ‘in church fellowship’. See Metzger, A 
Textual Commentary, 1994, p. 265. 
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joav and the coordinating conjunction Kai, is the more difficult of the 
two readings, while variant 2, which streamlines the phrase, uses fewer 
grammatical components. On the other hand, given the paratactic char- 
acter of variant 2, that is, the clauses arranged without connectives, this 
second variant would likely assume the place of the more difficult read- 
ing while the first variant, which brings more clarity and information to 
the text by including additional grammatical components, would be seen 
as the least difficult of the two readings. Therefore, taking into account 
the text-critical axioms concerning the shorter and more difficult read- 
ings, the place of priority should most likely be given to variant 2 which 
includes the reading €xi 10 avt0. This is in contrast to the decision 
made by the UBSGNT committee who chooses variant 1, Hoav Ext tO 
avtO Kai, to represent the original text. 

Again, as in Lk. 19.25, unintentional errors do not play a significant 
role in this variant unit. An error of judgment or memory may have 
occurred where the scribe forgot to add joav and «ai, and therefore 
shortened the phrase as he wrote, but this is improbable and cannot be 
explained. The occurrence of an intentional alteration may be possible. 
Perhaps the scribe of variant 1 added the extra words for the sake of 
clarity or out of a desire to harmonize. It is feasible that the phrase éni 
7 adté is original and is again repeated in v. 47.4 But this is only 
speculation. Nevertheless, it would seem that a correction of style is pre- 
sent here in Acts 2.44. However, it is difficult to conclude which variant 
received the stylistic change. Was it a scribe who sought to add more 
information and clarity by including the full phrase? Or was it a scribe 
who sought to make the reading more streamlined and concise? It may 
be the case that, as Metzger states in his textual commentary, the read- 
ing emi tO avtd could be a later stylistic improvement where all 
superfluity of expression is pared away.!> Regardless of how one 
decides, and there does appear to be a dilemma between the shorter and 
more difficult reading versus stylistic considerations, if variant 1 is origi- 
nal, then there is an error of omission in variant 2. But if variant 2 is 
original, then there is an error of addition to variant 1. 


14. It may be of interest to note that in the variant located at Acts 2.47 the 
UBSGNT committee chooses as the original text the bare phrase éxi t0 abt6 without 
any other grammatical items. Yet, as we have seen in Acts 2.44, instead of choosing 
Ent 16 abt, the committee decided that the original text should be represented by the 
reading Hoav émi 10 adtd Kai. 

15, Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, p. 263. 
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Intrinsic probabilities. It is very difficult to determine the intrinsic 
probabilities inherent to this passage. As stated earlier, the phrase éni tO 
abdtdé is commonly used in both classical Greek and in the Septuagint, 
and in the New Testament has gained a semi-technical sense meaning ‘in 
church fellowship’.'® F.F. Bruce notes that these believers may have 
constituted a kind of synagogue within the wider Jewish community.!’ 
Other scholars have stated that the phrase is a mistranslation of a Judean 
Aramaic word meaning ‘great’.!® The author of Acts, on a number of 
occasions, clearly makes use of the phrase in describing the unity of 
believers (1.15; 2.1, 47). The term is also used in this way by Paul in 
1 Cor. 11.20 and 14.23. But, on the basis of Lukan style, it becomes 
very difficult to determine if the additional words of variant | are origi- 
nal. This type of questioning becomes too intricate, and as one can see in 
this verse, the omission of one variant over another has little change on 
the meaning of the passage. The same theme of unity is still emphasized. 


Evaluation of Variants Based upon External Evidence 
Relative date and character of manuscripts. The evidence here is split 
between the first and second variant. Variant 1 is represented by 
numerous manuscripts, including the following selection with their dates 
in brackets: the Bodmer papyrus 9)”4 (7th cent.), the uncials 801 (4th 
cent.), A02 (Sth cent.), C04 (Sth cent.), DOS (Sth cent.), E*08 (6th cent.), 
the minuscules 33 (9th cent.) and 1175 (11th cent.), and the Old Latin 
witnesses it4 (5th cent.), and it® (6th cent.). On the other hand, variant 2 
is attested by B03 (4th cent.), by far the most significant uncial, the Old 
Latin witnesses it? (12th cent.), it" (7th/8th cent.), and readings from 
Origen (253/254 CE). Variant 3 would follow far behind with its sole 
representative it (13th cent.). If one strictly considers the number of 
manuscripts per variant, the verdict would unquestionably be to choose 
variant 1 as the original. The date of the manuscripts would also tend to 
support the first variant. However, this is based upon manuscript 
numbers and not weight. 

Geographical distribution. Variant 1 is clearly to be preferred with 
regard to geographical distribution of manuscripts. This is based upon 
the number of manuscripts attesting to this option. There is strong 


16. See again Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, p. 265. 

17. F.F. Bruce, The Book of Acts (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, rev. edn, 1988), 
p. 72 n. 108. 

18. See Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, pp. 264-65. 
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manuscript evidence for this first variant from (1) Asia Minor and 
Constantinople with an eastern influence (attested by many of the 
Byzantine manuscripts with the symbol Byz and the manuscript [P], the 
lectionaries /8°* and /!!78, the Armenian and Georgian versions, and a 
number of minuscules); (2) North Africa, Egypt, and Alexandria with a 
southern influence (seen in manuscripts such as AO2, many Old Latin 
manuscripts such as it? and it’, the Syriac manuscript syr®, the Vulgate, 
and the Ethiopic version); and (3) Palestine with a central geographical 
influence (represented primarily by the uncial 801). Variant 2 is repre- 
sented in the Roman or western regions (endorsed primarily by B03), 
and in North Africa with a southern influence (supported by several Old 
Latin manuscripts), while variant 3 is limited to one manuscript. The 
geographic range of variant 1 is more widespread than variant 2, and 
therefore, one should probably choose the first variant in matters con- 
ceming geographical distribution. 

Genealogical relationships and text-types. Variant 1 holds the place 
of prominence over variant 2 and variant 3. The inclusion of joav éni 
76 adtd Kat is supported by witnesses such as $74, 801, A02, C04 
although with a mixed text, ‘¥044, 33, 81, and 1175 for the Alexandrian 
text. Manuscripts like [P], 1884, /'!78, the Armenian and Georgian ver- 
sions, and a number of minuscules uphold the Byzantine text. The 
Western text is represented by witnesses such as DO5, 614, 1739, and 
several of the Old Latin versions. Variant 2 is supported by both the 
Alexandrian text, with the citation of BO3 and the Church Father 
Origen, and the Western text, with the citation of it? and it’. 

Relative quality of witnesses. When one considers that manuscripts 
Should be weighed and not counted, it is slightly more difficult to 
determine which variant holds the place of authority. One papyrus, a 
number of important uncials and minuscules, and numerous ancient 
versions all support variant 1. A considerably smaller number of wit- 
nesses support variant 2. However, this variant is attested to by B03, by 
far the most important uncial and the most valuable witness to the text 
of the New Testament we have to date. With the presence of "4, the 
category I Bodmer papyrus, in variant 1, the weight may lean more 
towards this option. But there is clearly a dilemma with this variant unit. 
The most influential manuscript evidence is split between the two main 
variant readings. One might also consider variant 3 when the quality of 
witnesses is considered. As Metzger states, Codex Gigas, which repre- 
sents variant 3, is considered valuable because in the book of Acts it 
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preserves a form of the Old Latin text which agrees with scriptural 
quotations made by Lucifer of Cagliari dating back to the fourth century 
(yet, in consideration of the other forms of internal and external evi- 
dence, this third variant has little weight). 

The question of which variant best accounts for the rise of the other 
variants is difficult to answer. However, variant 3 with its omission of 
the text is eliminated. Again, one is forced to decide if variant 1 or vari- 
ant 2 is the original reading. If the choice is given to the first variant, 
then an error of omission has resulted in variant 2. However, if the 
choice is made for the second variant, then there exists an error of addi- 
tion in variant 1. 


Summary of Textual Inquiry into Acts 2.44 

Although one may conclude that the first variant, the inclusion of fjoav 
Eni TO aADtO Kai, is more likely to be the original reading due to the 
sheer amount of manuscript support, contrary to the decision made by 
the UBSGNT* committee, the matter seems to warrant more reflection 
and a good deal of caution. With Codex Vaticanus (B03) endorsing the 
reading of the second variant, éxi 10 at, it seems obvious that the 
decision is, at best, somewhat clouded. A firm choice cannot be so 
confidently made, and Metzger points this out in the 1971 edition of his 
textual commentary. He cautiously asserts that ‘The reading éxi 10 
avt6 gives the impression of being a stylistic improvement...’, while on 
the next page of the commentary he explains that a number of 
difficulties are inherent to a consideration of the phrase éxi tO avtd 
because of its obscurity.” Like Metzger’s comments, the UBSGNT 
committee’s decision to label this variant with a D letter-rating in all 
editions prior to the UBSGNT*, thereby revealing among the committee 
‘a very high degree of doubt concerning the reading selected for the 
text’, is reflective of a cautious consideration of this variant. In dramatic 
contrast to this is the UBSGNT* committee’s decision to change this 
consistent D letter-rating to an A letter-rating. However, as in Lk. 19.25, 
the remarks for Acts 2.44 in the 1994 edition of Metzger’s commentary 
remain essentially unchanged, despite the new A letter-rating.”! There is 


19. See Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 75. 

20. Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1971, pp. 303-305. In this 1971 edition, 
the minuscule 254 is mistakenly recorded for what should be 234. This is corrected 
in the 1994 edition. 

21. This appears to be a common occurrence throughout the new edition of 
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no mention of the addition of new manuscripts, such as the more 
significant minuscules 36, 1175, 1409 and 1891, which would perhaps 
allow for some type of letter-rating upgrade; however, it is unlikely that 
even this would justify the extent of change that occurs in the 
UBSGNT*. 

Even though this variant is not of great importance to the text of the 
New Testament, it is interesting to observe how the UBSGNT editorial 
committee has dealt with this minor variant. One must question if this is 
the manner in which other minor variants are dealt with in the 
UBSGNT*. As in Lk. 19.25, this variant seems unworthy of the 
assuredness of an A letter-rating. The above discussion reveals that the 
evidence is not entirely conclusive, and in fact may be less conclusive 
than that for Lk. 19.25. Both internal and external considerations are 
insufficient to justify the consistent D letter-rating in the first four edi- 
tions leaping to an A rating in the UBSGNT“. Has this variant been 
promoted simply because it is of minor significance? If this is the case, 
regardless of how insignificant this variant is, problems of methodology 
and integrity emerge. Arguably, a D or C letter-rating, at best, should 
have been accorded to this passage, not an A rating, which designates 
complete certainty. Again, one must question the editors of the 
UBSGNT‘ as to their criteria for ascribing letter-ratings. It seems to be 
in opposition to the balanced criteria of both internal and external evi- 
dence employed within the rational eclectic method. It would appear that 


Metzger’s textual commentary. For the majority of variants that have been upgraded 
from previous UBSGNT editions, there is no explanation as to why these upgrades 
take place. In fact, for most variants, other than a change of sentence structure and 
the rearrangement of a small number of manuscripts, the textual notes remain almost 
identical between the 1971 and 1994 editions. There is for the most part silence con- 
cerning the new letter-rating upgrades. On numerous occasions within the 1994 edi- 
tion, the new letter-rating is in almost direct contrast to the comments provided. One 
example is the variant located at Mk 1.41. The ascription of a B letter-rating in the 
commentary, signifying in the UBSGNT* that ‘the text is almost certain’, is in con- 
trast to the comment ‘It is difficult to come to a firm decision concerning the original 
text’. A second example is the first variant located at 2 Cor. 1.10. Although this vari- 
ant receives a B letter-rating, the remarks in Metzger’s textual commentary claim that 
‘The text is doubtful’. See Metzger, A Textual Commentary, 1994, pp. 65 and 506 
respectively. A number of other examples where this type of discrepancy occurs 
include variants at Lk. 7.10; 24.47; Jn 8.16; 8.34; Acts 4.6; and 21.1. It is unfortu- 
nate that Metzger’s new textual commentary has failed to provide vital explanatory 
information regarding the UBSGNT committee’s decisions. 
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external evidence alone is given the position of prominence. Yet, even in 
the case of Acts 2.44, external evidence does not warrant an A letter- 
rating. 

Once again, it should be remembered that this A rating was given to 
Acts 2.44 in conjunction with the more difficult to attain standards 
defining A letter-ratings newly delineated in the UBSGNT*. This variant 
went from a standard claiming a ‘very high degree of doubt concerning 
the reading selected for the text’ (the definition of a D rating in the 
UBSGNT'-UBSGNT*"), to ‘the text is certain’ (the definition of an A 
rating in the UBSGNT%). Bearing this in mind, one must ask of Acts 
2.44, why was this passage not accorded an A rating in the 
UBSGNT*°"., where it would only have needed to be ‘virtually (almost) 
certain’, rather than completely certain as in the UBSGNT*? What evi- 
dence caused this change in the minds of the UBSGNT committee? The 
only notable evidence change that occurs is the addition of several 
important minuscules and various versional manuscripts. There is no 
addition of new primary manuscript evidence in the UBSGNT* appara- 
tus that would sanction the extent of upgrade one sees in the variant at 
Acts 2.44, Why then the improved A rating? Again, based upon the dis- 
cussion of internal and external evidence, it would seem that there is an 
illogical and fallacious increase in letter-ratings. 

As was explained in the discussion of Lk. 19.25, it would appear to be 
possible and plausible that the UBSGNT* committee gave a good deal of 
weight to, or re-evaluated letter-ratings on the basis of specific high per- 
centage manuscript groupings present in each variant (predominantly 
external evidence alone). This may, once more, ring true here in Acts 
2.44. Taking into account the optimism for and confidence in the earlier 
ancient manuscripts, if one applies the results gained from the high per- 
centage manuscript groupings of Chapter 2, Section 4 to the variant in 
Acts 2.44, we see once more the validity of our analysis. Acts 2.44 
almost perfectly represents the higher percentage manuscript grouping 
calculated for the first eight chapters of Acts. In fact, because of the 
increased number of similarities despite the more numerous manuscripts 
representing this variant, Acts 2.44 may hold even greater credibility for 
our proposal than Lk. 19.25. In Chapter 2, it was revealed that a large 
percentage of A rated variants in Acts contained the following 
manuscripts in the apparatus: 
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A Rated Variants 

Mss Type/Category Percent 
801 uncial (1) 100% 
A02 uncial (I) 100% 
1175 minuscule (1) 100% 
BO3 uncial (1) 95% 
p74 papyrus (1) 90% 
181 minuscule (11) 90% 
ieph old latin 90% 
itt? old Jatin 90% 
v044 uncial (IT) 86% 
1409 minuscule IT) 86% 
2344 minuscule (IH) 86% 
ite old latin 86% 
irdem old latin 86% 
cop coptic 86% 
am armenian 86% 
geo georgian 86% 
33 minuscule (I) 81% 
307 minuscule 1) 81% 
453 minuscule (II) 81% 
614 minuscule (I) 81% 
945 minuscule (III) 81% 
1678 minuscule (I) 81% 
1739 minuscule (II) 81% 
vg vulgate 81% 
copbe coptic 81% 
Chrys. greek father 81% 
36a minuscule (I) 76% 
610 minuscule (I) 76% 
1891 minuscule (11) 76% 
it¥(a) old latin 76% 
syrh sytiac 16% 
eth ethiopic 76% 
81 minuscule 1) 74% 
C04 uncial (II) 71% 
E08 uncial (ID) 11% 
it@t old latin N% 


In Acts 2.44 the manuscripts recorded in the UBSGNT‘ critical appara- 
tus are just short of identical to those found in the above high percent- 
age manuscript grouping. The only manuscripts present in the high 
percentage grouping that are not present in Acts 2.44 are Codex 
Vaticanus (B03), and the two Coptic versions, cop and cop”. Codex 
Vaticanus is cited as a witness for the second variant option of Acts 2.44. 
Once more, there is almost a perfect match even though a greater 
number of manuscripts is cited in the grouping. This becomes more 
remarkable when we consider that there are only eight other 
manuscripts cited in the apparatus of Acts 2.44 that are not included in 
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the manuscript cluster for this book. Almost all the citations in our 
passage are included in the high percentage manuscript group. As in 
Lk. 19.25, it would seem more than viable that these manuscript groups 
act as some type of standard of evaluation for ascribing letter-ratings to 
the UBSGNT* variant units and passages. The presence of high 
percentage manuscript groupings that dictate specific letter-ratings 
seems to be in operation, at least to some extent. If this justification is 
true, as it may well be, it is clear that it is founded upon external 
evidence alone, with little regard being given to internal evidence.” 


22. As in Lk. 19.25 (see n. 8 above), a number of witnesses with Byzantine 
readings are cited not only here in the A rated variant of Acts 2.44, but also in the 
high percentage manuscript grouping calculated from the first eight chapters of Acts. 
In fact, the variant at Acts 2.44 reveals a greater Byzantine representation than what 
was previously seen in Lk. 19.25. As already stated, some may decide that the 
inclusion of these manuscripts with a Byzantine influence invalidates that part of the 
earlier hypothesis presented in Chapter 2, Section 4, which tentatively asserted as a 
secondary consideration that this text-type had been to some degree marginalized. If 
Byzantine witnesses are included in the high percentage manuscript grouping calcu- 
lated for the first eight chapters of Acts, one could claim that it is unlikely that this 
text-type is being marginalized. However, along with the initial considerations 
included in n. 3 and especially n. 8 above, several further points should be kept in 
mind. First, although Acts 2.44 cites Byzantine manuscripts and manuscripts with 
Byzantine readings, the most strongly supported texts in this variant are Alexandrian 
and Western—these being the two distinct text-types that the book of Acts apparently 
circulated in within the early church. Secondly, when these witnesses containing 
Byzantine readings are examined in the light of the UBSGNT“ and Nestle-Aland?? 
manuscript categories, it is revealed that the majority are of a secondary nature. None 
of these manuscripts are placed into category I or are considered consistently cited 
witnesses of the first order. Only one manuscript, the category III minuscule 945, is 
recorded as a consistently cited witness of the second order. Three manuscripts fall 
into category II (36, 1409, and 1891); however, none of these are regarded to be 
more than frequently cited witnesses. The rest of those manuscripts containing a high 
proportion of Byzantine readings in Acts are placed within category III and would 
appear to be occasionally cited witnesses. These include the minuscules 181, 307, 
453, 610, 1678, and 2344. The Ethiopic version, while containing Byzantine read- 
ings in Acts, is also mixed in textual character. The remaining uncials and minuscules 
that are cited in this A rated variant and also in the high percentage manuscript 
grouping, include, as mentioned, predominantly Alexandrian or Western readings in 
Acts. Taking into account these considerations, one may possibly conclude that the 
addition of these Byzantine manuscripts and Byzantine readings serves the secondary 
purpose of rounding out this variant’s textual history while the primary purpose of 
establishing the reading of the original text is reserved for those manuscripts that 
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3. Concluding Summary of the Textual Inquiry 
into the Exceptional Variants 


In examining both Lk. 19.25 and Acts 2.44, a number of flaws and 
fallacies in both methodology and logic have been observed in the 
ascription of letter-ratings to variant units by the UBSGNT*“ editorial 
committee. In consideration of these methodological flaws and logical 
fallacies, one must ask for an explanation from this committee. What 
principles and techniques were foundational for the ascertainment of 
letter-ratings in the UBSGNT*? As discussed earlier in Chapter 2, 
Section 4, the following statement made by the committee in the preface 
to the fourth edition, page v of the UBSGNT*, does not logically or ade- 
quately explain the letter-rating upgrades that represent this much more 
certain UBSGNT text: 


Further, the Committee also redefined the various levels in the evaluation 
of evidence on the basis of their relative degrees of certainty. Thus the 
evaluations of all the 1437 sets of variants cited in the apparatus have been 
completely reconsidered. 


Therefore, it would appear evident that the UBSGNT committee based 
their fourth edition letter-ratings on some other unknown and unex- 
plained methodology. Was this unknown methodology founded to some 
extent upon high percentage manuscript groupings? It must be empha-. 
sized once more that there is a definite exigency and obligation for the 
committee to provide their readers with (1) a more thorough reasoning 
for the employment and use of letter-ratings, and (2) a clearer and per- 
haps more honest explanation pertaining to the methodology used for 
the assigning of letter-ratings to variant units. In the light of this request, 
it is appropriate to apply the previously quoted words of E.J. Epp, con- 
ceming the Alands’ book The Text of the New Testament, to the context 
of the UBSGNT‘* letter-ratings: 


contain the more ancient readings or those readings of a more ancient origin. If the 
Byzantine manuscripts and Byzantine readings play this secondary role, the notion of 
a marginalization could still hold true. Therefore, if by a new collation of the Greek 
manuscripts in Miinster a greater optimism in the older witnesses has resulted (and 
possibly the marginalization of the Byzantine tradition), perhaps this has been 
expressed in the UBSGNT* through the dramatic upgrading of variant letter-ratings 
resulting in a much more confident text. 
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Something that is omitted in the Alands’ volume—in addition to what has 
been said earlier—is an adequate statement of the theoretical base for this 
so-called ‘Standard text’ [i.e. Nestle-Aland and UBSGNT]. In view of 
the many pages devoted to it in the volume, it is surprising to discover that 
the description of this text largely concerns procedural aspects of the 
committee’s work, the story of how the text of the Nestle-Aland NT and 
the UBSGNT came together, and the differing formats of the two edi- 
tions. There is little on the theory of the text itself. . . a3 


After assessing various editions of the UBSGNT, a number of individuals 
have pointed out the need for a reappraisal and restructuring of the 
evaluation of evidence letter-ratings. Omanson, commenting on the 
UBSGNT*, states: 


The UBS text is the only edition ever to rate the relative degree of certainty 
of the readings adopted in the text. Ranging from A-D, an A evaluation 
means that the text is virtually certain (for these editors) and a D means a 
very high degree of doubt exists. Judging by the ratings in the third edi- 
tion, the editors have become less confident than they were in 1966. The 
purpose of this rating system is to help translators scattered around the 
world to have some idea of when they may more safely depart from the 
UBS text and when they should stay with it. It would be interesting and 
perhaps useful if, for the C and D ratings, the editors would indicate their 
second choice for the probable text.24 


Ross points out some of the problems with the use of letter-ratings in the 
UBSGNT editions, and then provides several helpful options: 


The attempt to indicate by the letters A B C and D the judgment of the edi- 
tors as to the probability of the printed text represents an important 
advance on all previous editions, but these markings do not turn out in 
practice to be as useful as they promised to be at first sight. The scale of 
four grades from A to D is over-subtle... A further weakness of these 
markings is that in cases where there are several variants the user of the 
book who doubts the correctness of the reading in the text is given no 
guidance as to the probability of the various alternatives. These are evi- 
dently not always placed in the order of preference in the apparatus criti- 
cus... What is really wanted is not an estimate of the probability of the 
reading in the text, but an estimate of each rejected reading. It would be of 
great value to translators and other students if instead of the existing sym- 
bols there were a different set of symbols to be attached to each variant, 
along the following lines: 


23. Epp, ‘Reflections’, p. 224. 
24. Omanson, ‘A Perspective’, p. 122. 
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X, meaning, ‘The reading in the text is, we think, the most probable, 
but the issue is very evenly balanced and many good scholars prefer this 
variant.’ 

Y, meaning, ‘We think the reading in the text much more probable, but 
a case can be made out for this variant and anyone who prefers it to the 
reading in the text would not be without scholarly support.’ 

Z, meaning, ‘We have mentioned this variant for the sake of interest or 
completeness, but no reputable scholar today thinks it original.’ 


Perhaps the solution to letter-rating problems lies in the combining of 
the original A, B, C, and D guidelines and a method for evaluating each 
variant in the entire variant unit. A letter-rating could again be ascribed 
to the entire unit; however, by providing a numerical indicator revealing 
the order of preference for the other variants in the unit, one dilemma 
would thus be solved. Regardless, there remains a responsibility upon 
the UBSGNT* editorial committee to reconsider more logically the eval- 
uation of evidence letter-ratings and to provide readers with a firmly 
founded explanation of their methodology and theoretical basis. 


25. Ross, ‘The United Bible’, pp. 117-18. 


CONCLUSION 


A great deal of territory has been covered throughout these pages. 
However, the primary goal has remained unchanged. This analysis has 
sought to reveal, first, whether the UBSGNT* has introduced an 
extreme change to the critical apparatus letter-ratings for a large number 
of variants, especially as compared to its earlier editions. This has indeed 
been verified. There has been a considerable and substantial modification 
in the variant letter-ratings of the UBSGNT*. As a result of these 
modifications, the text of the UBSGNT‘* is, by far, presented as a much 
more confident and much more certain text than any of the earlier 
UBSGNT editions. 

Secondly, this analysis has explored various reasons why these 
remarkable changes have occurred, whether they are justifiable, or 
whether the editorial committee have been over-presumptuous in revis- 
ing the ratings of many textual variants and/or inconsistent in their stan- 
dards of variant ratings within the UBSGNT*. Again, our research has 
indicated various possibilities that may have given rise to these large 
upgrades. However, for the most part, these letter-rating alterations are 
not logically or adequately justified. Therefore, one must conclude that 
the editorial committee have been too bold in revising the ratings of 
many textual variants, and, presupposing the trends of fluctuation pre- 
sent in the earlier UBSGNT editions, have also been inconsistent in the 
delineation of their standards of variant ratings within the UBSGNT*. 

Based upon these outcomes, it is necessary to request from the 
UBSGNT* editorial committee a much more detailed explanation of 
their methodology and the theoretical basis underlying these letter-rating 
enhancements. Although the United Bible Societies’ Greek New 
Testament has been, throughout its entire history, one of the most up-to- 
date and valuable critical Greek editions offered to both student and 
scholar alike, there remains a need to sort out several of its methodolog- 
ical flaws. This is indeed obvious here in the UBSGNT“. The problem- 
atic letter-ratings do not supply the Bible translator, the beginning 
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student, or the working scholar with a reliable basis for assessing the cer- 
tainty of the Greek text. In the light of this dilemma, perhaps a reconsid- 
eration of the evaluation of evidence letter-ratings, among a few other 
concerns, needs to take place for future UBSGNT editions. The devel- 
opment of a more effective and more sound means of evaluating the 
Greek text through the use of letter-ratings seems warranted. If the 
UBSGNT editorial committee desires to break away from the established 
norms of earlier editions, this is well and good. However, it is essential 
that their readers be clearly informed as to the basis of their methodol- 
ogy and praxis. To draw upon Elliott one last time, he comments on the 
UBSGNT*™ letter-ratings: 


To be told that the ratings result from a simple majority vote among mem- 
bers of the committee does not satisfy the requirements of a critical edition 
which, in the words of A.E. Housman, is an inappropriate name if an 


editor is not ‘called to account and asked for his reasons’! 


Nor does the committee’s explanation that the UBSGNT" letter-rating 
upgrades are founded upon a redefinition of the various levels in the 
evaluation of evidence criteria ‘satisfy the requirements of a critical edi- 
tion’. The fact that these rating changes have occurred in the UBSGNT* 
is somewhat problematic. However, of greater concern is the resulting 
lack of explanation that leaves users of the UBSGNT in the dark when it 
comes to matters concerning the details of the theory and methodology 
behind these changes. An adequate and more precise presentation of 
these facets should have been incorporated within the UBSGNT* 
Introduction. Instead, it would appear that brief allusion and insufficient 
defenses are given in their place. As it now stands, an unfounded letter- 
rating upgrade appears to have taken place and may instill in users of 
the UBSGNT‘“ a false sense of textual optimism. 


1. Elliott, ‘The Fourth Edition’, col. 18. See also A.E. Housman, M. 
Manilius’s Astronomicon (5 vols.; London: Richards Press, 1930), V, p. xxxiii. 
Immediately following on pp. 18-19, Elliott goes on to say that ‘Until Metzger’s 
revised Commentary [the 1994 edition] is published to reveal the reasons for some of 
these changes in the voting for the rating of letters, we are left wondering what the 
new committee’s motives were’. As explained in n. 21 of Chapter 3, it is unfortunate 
that for the most part Metzger’s commentary does not address these issues. 


APPENDIX I 


Variants and Ratings Charts 


Appendix I includes the data that are discussed in Chapter 2, Section 1. These charts 
are straightforward. Each biblical book is dealt with. All UBSGNT variant passages 
that have been assigned a letter-rating are situated under the heading ‘VRNT’, mean- 
ing ‘variant’. By simply locating a particular passage and moving horizontally from 
edition to edition, one can observe the exact changes made to the letter-rating in that 
variant. If a variant is absent from an edition, the backslash symbol (/) is used to 
signify this vacancy. The following examples demonstrate the usefulness of this 
appendix in aiding one to understand the rating changes that occur throughout the 
UBSGNT editions. 

In the UBSGNT!, Mt. 5.11 is represented by a C rating. In the UBSGNT? it is 
modified to a lower D rating. In the UBSGNT? and the UBSGNT?°", the variant 
maintains its D rating. Yet, in the UBSGNT“, Mt. 5.11 is once again altered toa C 
rating. Mt. 7.18 acts as a second illustration. From the UBSGNT! to the 
UBSGNT*"., a constant B letter-rating occurs. However, in the UBSGNT* this 
variant has been removed from the edition. One final example is seen in the second 
variant of Mt. 11.2, where the backslash symbol (/) appears within each of the first 
four editions, revealing that this variant is not included in these earlier works. 
However, the UBSGNT‘ cites this verse as a B rated passage, confirming it as a 
new addition to the UBSGNT tradition. 

The reader must keep in mind that this appendix records only the letter-ratings of 
the variant passage. Detailed explanations, manuscript citations, and specific reorder- 
ing of variant options etc. are not represented in these charts. One should consult the 
relevant UBSGNT editions when working with individual passages or important 
textual issues. The reader may also wish to consult the few footnotes provided in this 
section in order to take advantage of additional information pertaining to the charts of 
Appendix I. 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: MARK 
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UBS2. UBS3 UBS3° 


RCaAaMoNtVUVUMNMOMUUUMIAAMMMAMMtTCOUTUMNVUMAMoUAMUTMACLUUUMUmMUMAUAAMYU 


UBS1 


VRNT 
17-8 
110 
Ill 
1.16 
1.18 
118 
1.25 
2.18 
3.12 
3.16 
3.16 
4.10 
4,17 
4.23 
5.4-5 
S£l 
S13 
3.22 
3.25 
5.32 
3.37 
3.44 
5.44 
5.47 
6.4 
6.6 
6.8 
6.13 
6.15 
6.18 
6.25 
6.28 
6.33 
7.13 
7.14 
7.14 
7.18 
7.24 
&8 
&.9 
&10 
8.12 
8.13 
8.18 
8.2] 
8.23 
8.25 
8.25 
8.28 
9.4 
9.8 
9.14 
9.26 
9.34 
10.3 
10.4 
10.23 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: MATTHEW 


UVLUM~VUCM~Cmdtdmo-~taddmato~~mm~~atq~~~m~mMetmaadd~aeto~accmomnot 


AALVAMMVL~UMR~ULAdtmMOMAAMtt ato MoOmMMOUUFTUUMMUMmM~atdt mo tOUMstettmMUUAANH 


AALAMMLL~LA-OdttmOoONMRtoOmMttatoOmMoMMOOTUUMmMOUMA Me tMU KOM ee mMOUMA 


VALU MMVLU~UR~Udd¢tontomtctcacoMmMommMooUdVOmmMUMaA~metmUtOoNtt te mvUoMO~ 


VALU MMUU~UM~UL<4etcOmtoUmMetacoUMomMmMOUCoCOmMmMOdmM~mMetmuUdoUttatdfoUUMO~ 


UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 


VRNT 
6.20 
6,22 
6.23 
6,23 
6,33 
6.39 
6.41 
6.44 
6.45 
6.47 
6.50 
6.51 
6.51 
7.4 
7.4 
7.4 
7.6 
7.7-8 
7.9 
715 
7.19 
7.24 
7.28 
7.31 
7.35 
7.35 
7.37 
8 10 
8.13 
8.15 
8.15 
8.16 
8.16 
8.17 
8.26 
8.35 
8.38 
&.38 
9.14 
9.23 
9.24 
10.13 
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No 


9, 34 
9.38 
9.41 
9.42 
9.43 
9.43 
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Pt 
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10.1 
10.2 
10.6 
10.7 
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Log 


7.3 
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UBS4 


MUU~VCVUVUCMMOA~UVEAMULUMVVVOVMOMMUMRAAMULVOAMLVOUMAVA<UVAM~O~~~LUMm 


MUU~VVUMMA~ULUUAMUUMOVULDUMUMMUMRAAMLVUAMLUOUMAVACVUAM~UO~~~VUMA 


MOU~MVUOUMMO~VUCTMUUMOVUVOUMLAMROMAgaMoVAMVOVOCVUMAVEIVUOM-~U~~~Lamam 


BOO~MVVUMMO~VOCTMOVMOVOVVOVMOUMEMAAMYVULUAMVVVOMAVOCOOR-~U~~+-Cmam 


UBS] UBS2  UBS3 UBS3C 


VRNT 
10.37 
10.42 
115 
1117 
i119 
11.23 
11.23 
11.27 
12.4 
1215 
12.25 
12.30 
72,31 
12.47 
13.9 
13.13 
13,35 
13.35 
13.40 
13.43 
13.44 
13.55 
14,22 
14.22 
14.24 
14.27 
14,29 
14.30 
15.14 
15.15 
15.26 
15.31 
15,36 
15.38 
15.39 
16.2-3 
16.20 
16.21 
16,27 
17,15 
17.20 
17,20 


11.2 
11.2 
11g 
14.3 
14,3 
14.9 
I5.4 
15.6 
15.6 
16.5 
16.8 
16.12 
16.13 
17.2 
17.4 
17.10 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: MATTHEW VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: MARK 
VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 
17.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 10.14 Cc Cc Cc c / 
17.26 c Cc Cc Cc B 10.19 Cc c Cc Cc A 
18,7 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 10,2] f / / / A 
18.10 B B B B B 10.24 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
18.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 10,25 f / / / A 
18.15 Cc Cc c Cc c 10.26 B B B B B 
18.19 / / / / Cc 10.31 / / / / Cc 
18.2] Cc Cc c Cc i 10.34 A A A A A 
18.26 B B B B A 10.36 / f / / c 
18.34 Cc c c c / 10.40 A A A A A 
19.3 Cc Cc Cc c / 10.40 B B B B A 
19,3 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 10.43 A A A A A 
19.4 B B B B B 10.46 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
19.7 Cc c Cc c Cc 10.47 A A A A / 
19.9 B B c Cc B 11.3 B B B B B 
19.9 B B Cc Cc B 1119 Cc Cc Cc Cc c 
19.10 Cc c c c c 11.22 B B B B B 
19.11 Cc c Cc Cc c 11.24 A A A A A 
19.16 B B B B A 11.25 A A A A A 
19.17 B B B B A 11,31 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
19.20 / / / / A 11,32 B B B B / 
19.22 Cc Cc c c / 12.23 D D D D Cc 
19.24 / / / / A 12.26 / / / / Cc 
19,25 B B B B / 12.34 / / / / Cc 
19.29 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 12.36 Cc Cc c Cc c 
19,29 B B B B B 12.40 A A A A / 
20,10 / / / / Cc 12.4] A B B B B 
20.15 Cc Cc Cc Cc c 13.2 B B B B B 
20.16 / / f / A 13.8 B B B B B 
20,17 Cc Cc c ¢ / 13.22 B B B B / 
20.17 Cc c c Cc c 13.33 D Cc Cc Cc B 
20.17 B B B B / 14.4 Cc ¢c c Cc / 
20.22 / / / / A 14.5 B B B B A 
20.23 / / / / c 14.10 B B B B / 
20.26 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 14.20 B B B B / 
20.30 Cc c D D Cc 14.24 B B B B A 
20.31 / i / / Cc 14.25 Cc Cc c c c 
21.12 B B B B B 14.30 B B B B / 
21.29-31 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 14.30 Cc c c Cc Cc 
21.39 B B B B A 14.39 A A A A A 
21.44 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 14.4] B B B B B 
22.10 B B B B B 14.52 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
22.23 A B B B B 14.60 A B B B f 
22.30 Cc Cc Cc c B 14.65 / / / / A 
22.32 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 14.65 Cc ¢c c c B 
22,35 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 14.68 D D D D c 
23.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 14.72 c Cc Cc Cc B 
23,9 / / / / B 14.72 B B B B B 
23.13 B B B B A 14.72 B B B B B 
23.19 Cc Cc Cc c B 15.1 B B B B / 
23.23 / / / / Cc 15.8 B B B B B 
23.25 / / / / A 15.10 B B B B / 
23.26 D D D D D 15.12 D D D D Cc 
23.38 B B c Cc B 15.12 Cc Cc c ie Cc 
24.6 B B B B B 15.25 A A A A / 
24.7 / / / / B 15.27 A A A A A 
24.31 B B B B B 15.34 B B B B B 
24,36 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 15.39 B B B B / 


Appendix I 189 


VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: MATTHEW VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: MARK 
VRNT UBS! UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
24.38 / / / / Cc 15.39 B Cc Cc Cc Cc 
24.42 / / / / B 15.44 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
25.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 16.1 A A A A A 
25.13 / / / / A 16.2 / / / / A 
25.15-16 C Cc Cc Cc B 16.8 / / / / A 
25.17 B B B B / 16.9 A A A A / 
25.41 B B B B / 16.14 A A A A / 
26.14 B B B B / 16.14-15 A A A A A 
26.20 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 16.17 B B B B B 
26.27 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 16.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
26.28 B B B B B 16.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
26.61 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 16.20 B B B B B 
26.63 Cc Cc Cc Cc / Short End A A A A A 
26.71 B B B B B Short End Cc Cc Cc. OU B 
27.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc B Short End see UBS, p. 198! / 
27.4 B B B B A 
27.5 D D D D / VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: JOHN 
27.9 / / / / A 
27.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc B VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
27.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 1.3-4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
27.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 14 A A A A A 
27.24 B B B B B 1.13 A A A A A 
27.28 B B B B B 1.13 / / / / A 
27.29 B B B B B 1.15 A A A A / 
27.35 / / / / A 1.18 B B B B B 
27.40 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 119 / / / / Cc 
27.42 B B B B B 1.21 D D D D Cc 
27.43 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 1.26 B B B B B 
27.49 B B B B B 1.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
27.64 A A A A / 1,34 B B B B B 
28.6 B B B B A 1.4] B B B B B 
28.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 1.42 B B B B B 
28.8 / / / / B 2.12 / / / / Cc 
28.9 B B B B A 2.12 B B B B / 
28.11 / / / / B 2.15 A B B B B 
28.15 / / / / Cc 2.24 / / / / Cc 
28.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 3.5 A A A A / 
28.20 B B B B A 3.13 A Cc Cc Cc B 

3.15 B B B B B 

VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: LUKE 3.20 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
3.25 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 

VRNT UBSI UBS2_ UBS3 UBS3© UBS4| 3.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
1.17 A A A A / 3.31-32 Cc Cc Cc Cc c 
1.28 B B B B A 3.34 / / / / B 
135 B B B B A 4.] B B Cc Cc Cc 
1.37 B B B B / 4.3 / / / / A 
1.46 B B B B A 4.5 / / / / A 
1.66 B B B B A 4.9 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 

i. Occasionally in these charts the phrase ‘see UBS, p. ...’ occurs. The reasons for this phrase 


are: 1) the variant should be specifically examined to see how it has changed in each edition or to 
gain further information that the UBSGNT editors have provided (a good example is Jn 5.3-4); 
2) the variant has not been given a letter-rating but again, further information is provided pertaining 
to the variant (a good example here is Jn 21.25 in the UBSGNT?3 and UBSGNT>°°"); and 3) there 
have been major changes to the ordering of the variant that require a specific examination. Compare 
Jn 21.25 in the UBSGNT? and UBSGNT>°°"- with the UBSGNT* where the actual variant options 
are changed in their order. 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: LUKE VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: JOHN 
VRNT UBSI UBS2_ UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
1.68 B B B B / 4.11 B B Cc Cc Cc 
1.70 B B B B / 4.25 A A A A / 
1.74 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 4.35-36 / / / / B 
1.78 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 4.51 B B B B B 
2.9 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 5 A A A A A 
211 A A A A A 5.2 B B B B / 
2.14 B B B B A 5.2 D D D D Cc 
2.15 D D D D / 5.3 A A A A A 
2.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 5.3 A A A A A 
2.33 B B B B B Vs. 4 added see UBS, pp. 338, 330 
2.38 B B B B A Vnt.6;v.4 B B B B / 
3.9 Cc Cc Cc Cc / Vnt.7;v.4 B B B B / 
3.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc B Vnt. 8;v.4 B B B B / 
3.32 B B B B B Vnt.9;v.4 A A A A / 
3.33 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc Vnt. 10;v.4 C Cc Cc Cc / 
4.4 B B B B B 5.9 B B B B / 
4.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 5.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
4.18 / / / / A 5.32 B B B B A 
4.44 B B B B B 5.44 B B B B B 
5.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 6.1 B B B B A 
5.17 B B B B A 6.14 B B B B B 
5.33 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 6.15 B B B B A 
5.38 B B B B B 6.22 A A A A A 
5.39 / / / / Cc 6.23 B Cc Cc Cc Cc 
5.39a" B B B B  5.39bA| 6.23 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
5.39b B B B B  5.39aAl 6.27 B B B B A 
6.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 6.36 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
6.1 B B B B / 6.42 B B B B / 
6.2 B B B B / 6.42 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
6.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 6.47 A A A A A 
6.4 / / / / A 6.52 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
6.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 6.55 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
6.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 6.58 A A A A A 
6.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 6.64 B B B B B 
6.26 Cc Cc Cc Cc i 6.69 A A A A A 
6.31 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 6.71 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
6.35 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 7.1 B B B B A 
6.38 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 7.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
6.42 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 7.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
6.48 B B B B A 7.9 B B B B B 
7.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 7.10 B B D D Cc 
7.10 Cc c Cc Cc A 7.12 D D D D / 
7.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 7.31 B B B B / 
7.41 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 7.36 see UBS, pp. 353, 344 
7.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 7.37 B B B B B 
7.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 7.39 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
7.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 7.39 A A A A A 
7.32 / / / / B 7.46 B B B B B 
7.35 / / / / B 7.52 / / / / B 
7.39 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 7.53-8.11 A A A A Ait 
7.42 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 8.16 B B B B / 


ii. 5.39 is listed with an ‘a’ and ‘b’ suffix in the last two of its three references to show the 
change in order within the UBSGNT*. 

iti. Metzger notes that the citation of an A rating at Jn 7.53-8.11, the pericope concerning the 
adulterer, is incorrectly applied to the inclusion of this variant into the New Testament text instead 
of to its absence. See Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 280. 
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Appendix I 


VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: JOHN 


taoctemm~mOoO~mato~~~~a~mommommmamo~~~mo~aAdto~oet~eo~matmouamomo~oo~ 


UMUMOOVOAVEMTOAMVUTO~UMVOO~OMALVLOUMO~M~MmmMmMmMovVUVUMAVAMLVLMAALDY 


UMUMVOVAVUMTOAMOUFO-OCOMLOO-OCMALVLUMROU~M~MmMmMMMVVOCUUMALMLTLUMAMLDLY 


UmVUaVVUV eat VUVUMVUUTO~UMODO~UMALURO~SM~mmammnmuUvovVmMaomMoUMaANMUUYU 


UBS1 UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 


OmMVMVVVAVUNATUUMVUUKO~OUMOVOU~OFTOVUMO~A~mamMmamMnvUvVoCLTMAUMVUMAMVUD 


be 
SS 
~ 


VRNT 
8.16 
8.25 
8.34 
8.38 
8.38 
8.38 
8.39 
8.44 
8.53 
8.54 
8.57 
8.59 
9.4 
9.4 
9.6 
9.11 
9.28 
9.35 
9.36 
9.38-39 
10.11 
10.15 
10,16 
10.18 
10.19 
10.22 
10.26 
10.29 
10.29 
10.32 
10.34 
10.38 
10.39 
1119 
11.2] 
11.25 
11.31 
1145S 
11,50 
12.1 
12.4 
12.8 
12.9 
12.12 
12.17 
12.28 
12.32 
12.40 
12.4] 
13.10 
13.18 
13.24 
13.26 
13.26 
13.26 


13.2 
13.2 


VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: LUKE 


“tma~U~OUmmammMvUUMAmMUmMmM~ CO00~~ULLUUdNUttetomMOoUOUMOdCoUaUmMm~~ma~toM 


~M@MAOAANAOMOVUOCVO~MMO~OU~OO~VVVVUHVOMRVOMCa Kt CoUCVUUOMAdoUmMAMOLUUMAMUA 


~M@MAVAALMOVVVO~OMMO~O~VO~VOVVAVLUMLUTAK COVUOVAMAKOMANMVUUMARUA 


UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 


~AMAVUAALUMODUVVUVU~AME~O~OVVOVUAVU MVOC attoMmMoVvAMATOmMaAmVVUUMANMUA 


UBS! 


~MRALAAVMOVULOU~MMOMVO TE "CULO ADUMLUCEK C€OmMoOUAMAKTOMAmMULULUMaAMLA 


VRNT 
7.45 
8.26 
8.27 
8.37 
8.43 
8.44 
8.45 
8.45 
8.49 


8.3 
8.5 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: LUKE VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: JOHN 
VRNT UBSI1 UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 
12.31 Cc Cc c Cc B 13.32 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
12,39 B B B B B 13.32 B B B B B 
12.56 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 13.37 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 
13.7 Cc Cc iC Cc Cc 14.2 Cc Cc Cc C B 
13.9 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 14.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
13.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 14,7 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
13.27 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 14.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
13.27 Cc Cc Cc Cc c 14.11 B B B B B 
13.35 / / / / B 14.14 B B B B A 
13.35 D D D D Cc 14.14 B B B B B 
14.5 B B B B B 14.15 Cc Cc Cc Cc C 
14,17 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 14.17 D D D D Cc 
15.1 / / / / A 14.22 A A A A A 
15.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 15.8 D D D D Cc 
15.21 B B B B A 16.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
16,12 B B B B A 16.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
16.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 16.13 B B B B B 
16.21 B B B B B 16.16 / / / / A 
16.21 / / / / A 16.18 / / / / Cc 
16.22-23 / / / / A 16.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
17.3 / / / / A 16.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
17.9 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 16,23 / / / / B 
17.23 D D D D Cc 16.23 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
17.23 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 16.27 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
17.24 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 16.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
17.33 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 17.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
17.35 B B B B A 17.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
1811 D D D D Cc 17.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
18,24 D D D D Cc 17.14 / / / / A 
18.25 / / / / A 17.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
19.15 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 17.23 / / / / A 
19.25 D D Cc Cc A 17.24 B B B B B 
19.38 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 18.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
19.42 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 18.13 see UBS, pp. 400, 402 - / 
19.42 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 18.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
20.9 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 18,13-27 A A A A A 
20.20 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 18.30 B B B B B 
20.26 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 19.16 / / / / B 
20.27 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 19.24 / / / / Cc 
20.34 / / / / A 19.29 A A A A A 
20.36 / / / / B 19.39 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
20.45 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 20.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
21.4 B B B B B 20.16 B B B B / 
21.6 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 20.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
2111 D D D D Cc 20.19 / / / / A 
21.19 D D D D Cc 20.21 / / / / Cc 
21,35 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 20.23 B B B B B 
21,38 A A A A A 20.30 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
22.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 20.31 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 
22.17-20 B B Cc Cc B 21.15 / / / / B 
22.31 / / / / B 21.16 / / / / B 
22.42 Cc Cc / / / 21.17 / / / / B 
22,.43-44 / / Cc Cc A 21.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
22.52 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 21.23 / / / / Cc 
22.62 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 21.24 see UBS,p.413/ / / 
22.68 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 21.25 / / see UBS, pp. 415, 406 
23.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 7.53-8.11 Insert end Jn. Insert at 7.52 
23.15 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 7.53-8.11 A A A A A 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: LUKE VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: JOHN 
VRNT UBS1 UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBSI_ UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
23.16 B B B B A 8.2 B B B B / 
23.23 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 8.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
23.34 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 8.4 A A A A / 
23.38 B B B B A 8.6 / / / / A 
23.42 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 8.7 / / / / A 
23.45 B B B B B 8.7 / / / / A 
24.3 D D D D B 8.8 A A A A / 
24.6 D D D D B 8.9 A A A A A 
24.9 D D D D / 8.9 A A A A A 
24.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 8.10 A A A A A 
24.12 D D D D B 8.10 A A A A A 
24.13 B B B B B 
24.17 / / / / B VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: ROMANS 
24.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
24.32 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
24.36 D D D D B 1d / / / / B 
24.40 D D D D B 1.7 B B B B A 
24.42 B B B B B 1.7 B B B B / 
24.47 D D D D B 1:13 A A A A A 
24.47 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 115 B B B B A 
24.49 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 1.29 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
24.51 D D D D B 1.31 / / / / A 
24.52 D D D D B 2.2 B B B B / 
24.53 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 2.16 / / / / Cc 
24.53 B B B B A Suh Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
24,53 / / see UBS,p.319/ 3.9 B B B B / 

3.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 

VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: ACTS 3.22 B B B B B 

3.25 B B D D Cc 
VRNT UBSI UBS2_ UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 3.26 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
1.2 / / / / A 3.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
19 B B B B / 4.1 B B B B B 
Idd Cc Cc Cc Cc A 4.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
1.18 A A A A / 4.15 / / / / B 
1.23 / / / / A 4.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
1.25 B B B B B 4.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
1.26 B B B B B 4.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
1.26 A A A A / 5.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 
2.5 B B B B B 5.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
2.7 B B B B / 5.6 Cc D D D Cc 
2.16 Cc D D D B 5.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
2.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 5.17 B B B B / 
2.18 B B B B A 6.4 / / / / A 
2.19 B B B B A 6.8 / / / i A 
2.24 B B B B A 6.11 B B B B A 
2.30 B B B B B 6.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
2.37 B B B B A 6.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
2.43 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 7.6 B B B B / 
2.44 D D D D A 7.14 / / / / A 
2.47-3.1 B B B B B 7.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
3.6 B B D D Cc 7.20 / / / / Cc 
3.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 7.22 / / / / A 
3.14 / / / / A 7.23 B B B B / 
3.2] c Cc c Cc B 7.25 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
3.22 B B B B B 8.1 A A A A A 
3.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 8.2 Cc Cc D D B 
3.25 Cc Cc Cc c Cc 8.11 D D D D / 
4.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 8.1] Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: ACTS VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: ROMANS 
VRNT — _UBSI_ UBS2_ UBS3 UBS3© UBS4| VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
4.6 B B Cc c A 8.21 Cc ch Cc A 
4.8 Cc c Cc Cc B 8.23 Cc Cc c Cc A 
4.10 A A A A A 8.24 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
4.12 A A A A A 8.24 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
4,24 B B B B B 8.26 B B B B A 
4.25 D D D D Cc 8.28 Cc Cc C Cc B 
4.33 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 8.34 / / / / Cc 
5.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 8.34 Cc Cc C c / 
5.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 8.35 B B B B A 
5.17 / / / / A 8.38 / / / / A 
5.28 Cc Cc Cc c Cc 9.4 B B Cc Cc B 
5.29 / / / / A 9.23 B B B B A 
5.32 Cc Cc C rng” B 9.28 A A A A A 
5.32 B B B B / 9.32 B B B B B 
5.33 Cc c Cc Cc B 9.33 B B B B A 
5.37 B B B B A 10.1 A A A A A 
5.37 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 10.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
5.39 / / / / A 10.5 c Cc Cc Cc / 
6.3 c Cc Cc Cc Cc 10.9 B B B B / 
6.7 B B B B B 10.15 A A A A A 
6.9 B B B B / 10.17 B B B B A 
7.16 D D D D Cc 111 B B B B A 
7.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 11.6 A A A A A 
7.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 11.16 B B B B / 
7.19 Cc Cc Cc c Cc 11.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
7.32 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 11.21 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 
7.38 B B B B B 11.25 / / / / Cc 
7.46 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 11.31 B B D D Cc 
85 / / / / Cc 11,32 B B B B A 
8.10 B B B B A 12.11 A A A A A 
8.18 C Cc ( c B 12.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
8.24 / / / / A 13.1 Cc c Cc Cc A 
8.36 A A A A A 13.5 B B B B / 
8.39 / / / / A 13.9 B B B B B 
9.4 A A A A / 13.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
9.5-6 A A A A / 13.12 / / / / A 
9.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 14.4 A A A A A 
9.29 / / / / A 14.5 c Cc Cc Cc Cc 
9.31 B B B B A 14.9 B B B B A 
10.5 B B B B B 14.10 B B B B B 
10.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 14.12 B Cc Cc Cc Cc 
10.12 B B B B B 14.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
10.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 14.19 D D D D D 
10.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 14.21 Cc Cc C Cc B 
10.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 14,22 Cc Cc c Cc Cc 
10.24 Cc Cc Cc Cc c 14.23 A A A A A 
10.30 D D D D B 15.7 B B B B A 
10.32 Cc c Cc Cc B 15.19 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 
10.33 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 15.23 B B B B / 
10.33 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 15.24 / / / / A 
10.36 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 15.29 B B B B A 
10.37 / / / / B 15.31 B B B B A 
10.40 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 15.32 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 


iv. Apparently the editors left the rating out of Acts 5.32 in the UBSGNT3°°- edition. It is 
most likely a C rating based upon the previous editions and in the light of the similarity of ratings 
from the UBSGNT! to the UBSGNT30°r. 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: ACTS VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: ROMANS 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 
10.48 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 15.33 A A B B A 
112 / f / / A 16.7 A A A A A 
119 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 16.7 Cc Cc Cc c / 
dl Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 16.15 A A A A A 
11.12 c c Cc Cc Cc 16.20 B B B B A 
1117 / / / / A 16.23 B B B B A 
1117 / / / / A 16,.25-27 Cc c c Cc Cc 
11.20 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 16.27 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
11,22 / / / / Cc 16,27 Cc Cc Cc c A 
11.23 B B B B B 
11,28 / / / / A VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: I COR. 
12.10 / / / / A 
12.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc / VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
12.23 / / / / A Ld / / / / B 
12.25 D D D D Cc 14 B B B B A 
13.14 B B B B / 18 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 
13.18 D D D D Cc 113 Cc c B B A 
13.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 114 B B D D Cc 
13.20 D D D D Cc 1.28 c Cc Cc Cc B 
13.23 B B B B B 2.1 Cc Cc Cc c B 
13.25 / / / f B 2.4 D D D D Cc 
13.26 B B B B B 2.10 Cc c Cc Cc B 
13.27 / / / / A 2.14 B Cc Cc c { 
13.33 D D D D c 215 D D D D Cc 
13.33 D D D D B 2.16 / / / / B 
13.40 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 3.2 / / / / A 
13.42 A A A A A 3.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
13.42 Cc c Cc Cc B 3.5 / { / / A 
13.43 / / / / A 3.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
13.43 / t / / A 3.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
13.44 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 4.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
13.45 B B B B B 4.17 / / / / c 
13.48 Cc c c Cc Cc 3.4 D D D D Cc 
14.18 Cc Cc B B / mH) Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
14,19 c Cc Cc Cc / 3.13 Cc Cc Cc c / 
14.19 Cc Cc c Cc / 6.11 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 
14.25 / / / / B 6.14 / / / / B 
15.2 / / / / A 6.20 B A A A A 
15.6 / / / / A 7.5 A A A A A 
15.7 / / / / A 7.7 B B B B B 
£5.7 B B B B / 7.13 D D D D / 
15.12 / / / / A 7.14 B B B B A 
15.17-18 / / / / B 715 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
15.18 Cc Cc c Cc / 7.34 D D D D D 
15.20 B B B B A 7.40 / / / / A 
15.20 Cc c c Cc Cc 8.2 B B B B / 
15.20 A A A A A 8.3 B B B B A 
15.23 B B B B / 8.3 Cc Cc c Cc / 
15.23 B B B B B 8.7 B B B B A 
15.24 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 8.12 A A A A A 
15.24 B B B B A 9.15 Cc c Cc Cc B 
15.25 c C Cc c Cc 9.20 A A A A A 
15.29 B B B B B 9.22 / / / / A 
15.29 B B B B A 10.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
15.29 B B B B A 10.9 B Cc Cc c B 
15.33 B B B B A 10.10 Cc Cc Cc c { 
15.40 / / / / B 10.41 Cc Cc Cc c B 
15,41 / / / / A 10.20 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: ACTS VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: I COR. 
VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 
16.7 / / / / A 10.28 A A A A A 
16.10 B B B B B 11.10 A A A A A 
16.11 / / / / B 1115 / / / / Cc 
16.12 D D D D D 11.24 / / / / A 
16.13 D D D D Cc 11.24 B B B B A 
16.17 B B B B B 11.29 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 
16.32 B B B B B 11.29 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 
16.35 / / / / A 12.9 B B B B A 
16.35 / / / / A 13.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
16.36 B B B B A 13.4 / / / / Cc 
16.39 / / / / A 13.5 / / / / A 
17.3 D D D D Cc 14.19 Cc B B B / 
17.4 / / / / B 14.34-35 B B B B B 
17.4 B B B B A 14,37 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
17.13 B B B B B 14.38 B B B B B 
17.14 B B B B / 14.39 D D D D / 
17.26 D D D D B 14.40 B B B B B 
17.27 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 15.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
17.27 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 15.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
17.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 15.31 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
17.30 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 15.47 A A A A A 
17,31 / / / / A 15.49 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
181 B B B B B 15.51 A A A A A 
18.3 B B B B B 15.54 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
18.5 B B B B B 15.55 B B B B B 
18.7 D D D D Cc 16.24 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
18.8 / / / / A 
18.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc B VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 2 COR. 
18.19 B B B B B 
18.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc / VRNT UBS1 UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
18.21 B B B B A 1.6-7 B B B B A 
18.21-22 B B B B / 1.10 D D D D B 
18.25 B B B B A 1.10 C Cc Cc Cc B 
18.26 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 1.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
19.1 / / / / A 1dl Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
19.2 B B B B / 1.12 D D D D B 
19.9 B B B B B 1.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
19.20 c Cc Cc Cc B 115 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
19.28 / / / / A 2.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
19,33 B B B B B 2.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
19,37 B B B B B 2.9 B B B B A 
19.39 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 2.17 c Cc Cc Cc B 
19.40 D D D D Cc 3.2 B Cc Cc Cc A 
20.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 3.3 / / / / A 
20.4 B B B B B 3.9 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
20.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 4.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
20.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 4.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
20.13 B Cc Cc Cc / 5.3 / / / / Cc 
20.15 c Cc Cc Cc B S17 B B B B A 
20.21 Cc B B B B 6.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
20.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 7.8 Cc Cc D D Cc 
20.28 B B B B A 8.7 D D D D Cc 
20,32 B B B B B 8.9 / / / / B 
211 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 8.19 D D D D / 
21.8 A A A A A 8.19 / / / / Cc 
21.13 B B B B B 9.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: ACTS VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 2 COR. 
VRNT — _UBSI_ UBS2_ UBS3 UBS3© UBS4| VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
21.16-17, | / / / A 9.4 / / / / B 
21.20 B B B B / 9.12 B B B B / 
21.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 10.12-13 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
21.23 D D D D / 11.3 C Cc Cc Cc Cc 
21.25 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 11.17 / / / / A 
21.25 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 11.21 / / / / B 
21.25 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 11.32 o Cc c Cc B 
22.9 Cc Cc c c B 12.1 B Cc Cc c A 
22.12 Cc c Cc Cc B 12.1 B Cc Cc Cc A 
22.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 12.7 D D D D Cc 
22.26 Cc B B B A 12.7 D Cc c Cc B 
23.12 B B B B B 12.9 / / / / A 
23.20 Cc c Cc Cc / 12.10 Cc Cc C c / 
23.28 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 12.15 B B B B B 
23.29 / / / / A 12.15 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
23.30 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 12.19 / / / / A 
23.30 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 13.4 B B B B A 
24.6-8 D D D D B 13.4 / / / / A 
24.15 B A A A / 

24.20 Cc B B B B VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: GALATIANS 
24.24 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
24.27 / / / / A VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
25.13 B B B B / 1.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
25.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 1.6 D D D D Cc 
26.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 1.8 D D D D Cc 
26.28 B B B B A Ld / / / / Cc 
27.5 B B B B A 115 B B D D Cc 
27.14 B B B B B 21 B B B B A 
27.16 B B B B B 2.5 B B B B A 
27.27 D D D D / 2.12 A A A A A 
27.34 B B B B / 2.12 B B B B A 
27.35 / / / / A 2.20 B B B B A 
27.37 B B B B B 3.14 B B B B A 
27.39 B B B B A 3.17 B B B B A 
27.41 Cc Cc Cc Cc c 3.19 / / / / A 
28.1 B B B B A 3.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
28.13 D D D D Cc 3.28 / / / / A 
28.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 4.6 B B B B A 
28.16 B B B B A 4.7 B B B B A 
28.19 / / / / A 4.14 B B B B A 
28.25 B B B B B 4.25 D D D D Cc 
28.28 B B B B A 4.26 B B B B A 
28.31 / / / / A 4.28 B B B B B 
5.1 Cc C Cc Cc B 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: EPHESIANS | 5.21 D D D D Cc 
5.23 / / / / A 
VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4| 5.24 / / / / Cc 
Ll c Cc c Cc Cc 6.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
1.6 / / / / A 6.10 / / / / A 
1.14 Cc c c Cc B 6.13 Cc Cc Cc C / 
11s B B B B B 6.15 / / / / A 
1.18 / / / / c 
a c Cc Cc Cc B VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: PHILIPPIANS 
; / / / / A 
2.21 B B B B B VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3C UBS4 
3.1 / / / / Cc Lil Cc Cc B B A 
3.9 D D D D c |] 414 D D D D B 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: EPHESIANS | VARIANTS AND RATING CHARTS: PHILIPPIANS 


VRNT UBS! UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3C UBS4 
3.13 / / / / A 2.2 B B B B / 
3.14 B B B B B 2.4 B B B / 
3.19 B B B B A 2.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
3.20 / / / / A 2.9 / / / / B 
4.6 / / / / A 211 / / / / Cc 
4.8 Cc c Cc Cc B 2.11 / / / / A 
4.9 B B B B A 2.12 B B B B A 
4.9 / / / / Cc 2.26 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
4.19 / / / / A 2.30 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
4.28 Cc D D D Cc 3.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
4.29 / / / / A 3.12 B B B B / 
4.32 B B B B B 3.12 / / / / Cc 
5.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 3.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
5.2 B B B B A 3.15 / / / / A 
5.9 B B B B A 3.16 B B B B A 
5.14 / / / / A 3.2] B B B B / 
5.15 B B B B B 4.3 B B B B A 
5.19 B Cc Cc Cc B 4.7 / / / / A 
5.20 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 4.8 / / / / A 
5.22 D Cc Cc Cc B 4.13 / / / / A 
5.30 B B B B A 4.16 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
6.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 4.19 / / / / B 
6.12 D D D D B 4.23 B B B B A 
6.19 B B B B A 
6.20 / / / / Cc VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: COLOSSIANS 
6.24 / / / / A 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART. | THESS. 1.2 B B B B A 
1.3 D D D D Cc 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3 UBS4 1.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
11 B B B B A 1.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
15 / / / / A 1.12 / / / / B 
2.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 1.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
2.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 1.14 / / / / A 
2.15 A A A A A 1.20 D D D D Cc 
2.16 / / / / A 1.22 D D D D Cc 
3.2 B B B B B 2.2 B B B B B 
3.13 B B Cc Cc Cc 2.7 / / / / A 
4] / / / / A 2.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
4.11 / / / / Cc 2.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
4.17 / / / / A 2.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
5.4 A A A A A 2.13 / / / / A 
5.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 2.18 B B B B B 
5.25 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 2.23 D D D D Cc 
5.27 B B B B A 3.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
5.28 B B B B A 3.6 D D D D Cc 
3.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 2 THESS. 3.16 B B B B A 
3.16 B B B B A 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 3.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
1.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 3.21 / / / / B 
2.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 4.3 / / / / A 
2.4 B B B B A 4.8 Cc Cc Cc c B 
2.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 4.12 / / / / Cc 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 2 THESS. VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: COLOSSIANS 


VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
2.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 4.15 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
2.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 4.18 A A A A A 
3.6 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
3.16 B B B B A VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 1 TIMOTHY 
3.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 2 TIMOTHY | 1.1 / / / / A 
14 / / / / B 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 14 / / / / A 
Lil Cc Cc Cc Cc B 1.12 B B B B / 
2.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 115 A A A A A 
2.18 c Cc Cc Cc c 1.17 / / / / A 
2.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 2.1 / / / / A 
3.14 / / / / B 2.7 B B B B A 
4.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 31 B B B B A 
4.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 3.16 B B B B A 
4.10 B B B B A 4.10 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 
4.22 / / / / B 5.16 Cc Cc c Cc B 
4.22 B B B B A 5.18 / / / / A 
6.5 A A A A A 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: TITUS 6.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 
6.9 / / / / A 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 6.13 / / / / Cc 
14 B B B B A 6.17 / / / / A 
1.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 6.19 B B B B A 
3.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 6.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 
3.15 B B B B A 


VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: PHILEMON 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: HEBREWS 


VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 

VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 1.2 / / / / A 
13 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 16 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
18 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 112 B B B B B 
1.12 / / / / A 1.25 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
1.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 1.25 B B B B A 
2.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 

2.8 / / / / Cc VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: JAMES 
2.9 B B B B A 

3.2 Cc Cc D D Cc VRNT UBSI_ UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
3.6 B B B B A 1.3 Cc B B B A 
3.6 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 1.12 Cc B B B A 
4.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 1.17 B Cc Cc Cc B 
4.3 B B B B A 1.19 B B B B B 
4,3 / / / / Cc 1.27 B B B B / 
5.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 2.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
6.2 B B B B A 2.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
6.3 B B B B A 2.20 B B B B B 
7.21 / / / / A 2.25 / / / / A 
8.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 3.3 Cc D D D Cc 
8.11 B B B B A 3.8 / / / / B 
91 / / / / Cc 3.9 / / / / A 
9.10 B B B B A 3.12 B B B B B 
9.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 4.4 A A A A A 
9.14 / / / / A 4.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
9.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 4.12 / / / / Cc 
9.17 / / / / A 4.14 D D Cc c B 
9.19 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 4.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: HEBREWS VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: JAMES 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 
10.1 A A A A A 4.14 D Cc D D Cc 
10.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 5.4 / / / / A 
10.11 B B B B A 5.7 B B B B B 
10.34 B B B B B 5.14 / / / / A 
10.34 B B B B A 5.20 D D Cc Cc B 
10.38 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 5.20 D D D D Cc 
II / / / / A 
11.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc / VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 2 PETER 
11.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 

1111 D D D D Cc VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 
11.23 / / / / A Ld Cc Cc 
11.37 D D D D Cc 12 

12.1] B B B B A 1.3 

12.3 D D D D Cc 1.4 

12.18 D D Cc Cc B 15 

13.15 D D D D Cc 1,10 

13.21 A A A A A 1.17 

13.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 1,21 

13.21 Cc B B B A 2.4 

13.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 2.6 

13.25 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 2.6 


VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 1 PETER 2.13 
VRNT UBS1 UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 2.13 


VAAVRPANAABW~A~ANVATGOWBAY~~O~Aa 
AADWOGOSF~APFPFPUWPWBWONNANPePUBOW>yYw 


iS) 

~ 

w 
DGAAVWAAAB~VU~AARANGTGWAA~~U~Aa 
VaAaNVBANAABS~O~ANAANTG9nNs~~o~ 
DAAUWANAARP~ A~NTGATGOWVAVG~~o~ 


17 Cc B B B A 2.14 

18 B B B B A 2.15 

19 / / / / Cc 2.18 

112 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 2.20 

1,22 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 2.21 

1.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 3.9 

2.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 3.10 

2.19 / / / / B 3.11 

2.19 / / / / B 3.11 

2.21 B B B B A 3.18 

2.21 B B B B A 

2.25 / / / / B VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: REVELATION 
31 / / / / Cc 

3.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc B VRNT UBS1 UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
3.7 / / / / B 15 B B B B A 
3.8 / / / / A 1.6 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
3.14 / / / / A 1.8 B B B B A 
3.15 B B B B A 115 D D D D Cc 
3.16 B B B B A 2.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
3.18 D D D D B 2.7 / / / / A 
3.18 Cc Cc see UBS, pp. 798, 793 2.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
3.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 2.10 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
3.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 2.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
4.1 B B B B A 2.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
4] B B B B / 2.20 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
4.3 B B B B / 2.22 A A A A A 
4.14 B B B B A 2.22 B B B B A 
4,14 A A A A A 2.23 B B B B / 
5.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 3.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
5.3 / / / / A 3.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
5.6 / / / / A 4.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
5.8 D D D D Cc 4.11 / / / / A 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: | PETER | VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: REVELATION 


VRNT UBS! UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 
5.10 / / / / A 5. B B B B / 
3.10 Cc Cc c Cc Cc 5.4 Cc Cc c Cc / 
5.10 c Cc Cc Cc B 3.6 Cc Cc c Cc Cc 
5.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 5.9 Cc c c c A 
5.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 5.10 f / / / A 
3.13 / / / / A 5.10 Cc Cc c c A 
3.14 / / / / A 5.13 Cc Cc Cc c B 
3.14 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 6.1 Cc Cc Cc c B 
5.14 c Cc Cc Cc / 6.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
6.3 Cc c Cc c / 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 1 JOHN 6.3-4 / / / / B 
6.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
VRNT UBS! UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 6.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
14 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 6.5 c Cc Cc Cc B 
14 B B B B A 6.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
2.4 / / / / A 6.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
2.6 / / / / Cc 6.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
2.14 / / / / A 6.11 Cc Cc c c / 
2.17 c B B B / 6.12 B B B B / 
2.18 / / / / B 6.17 c Cc Cc Cc A 
2.20 D D D D B 7.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
2.25 B B B B A 8.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
3.1 B B B B A 9.7 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
3.5 c c c Cc A 9.13 Cc c Cc Cc Cc 
3.13 D D D D c 9.20 Cc Cc c c / 
3.14 Cc Cc c Cc A 9.21 Cc Cc c c f 
319 Cc c D D Cc 10.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
3.19 / / / / A 10.6 B B B B A 
3.21 c ce c Cc c 10.7 Cc c Cc Cc / 
3.21 Cc c c Cc B iLd / f / / A 
4.3 B B B B A 11.2 B B B B A 
4.3 B B B B A ILd2 / / / / B 
4.10 f / / / B 1117 c Cc Cc Cc B 
4.19 B B B B A 1119 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
4.20 B B B B A 12.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
3.1 Cc c c Cc c 13.1 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
5.2 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 13.6 c c Cc c B 
3.6 B B B B A 13.7 B B B B A 
5.7-8 A A A A A 13.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
5.10 B B B B B 13.10 Cc Cc Cc c B 
5.10 B B B B A 13.10 Cc Cc Cc c B 
3.17 / f / / A 1315 Cc Cc D D Cc 
3.18 / / / / A 13.17 c c c Cc A 
3.18 Cc c c Cc B 13.18 B B B B A 
5.20 B B B B A 14] / / / / A 
5.2] A A A A A 14.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
14,5 Cc Cc c c / 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 2 JOHN 14.6 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
14.8 Cc c Cc Cc B 
VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 14,13 B B B B A 
13 Cc B B B A 14.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
18 B B B B A 14,19 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
18 Cc c c Cc B 15.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
19 B B B B A 15.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
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VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 2 JOHN VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: REVELATION 


VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 VRNT UBS] UBS2 UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 
1.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 15.6 B B B B 

1.13 B B B B A 16.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
16.17 / / / / A 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: 3 JOHN 16.18 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
17.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
VRNT UBSI UBS2 UBS3 UBS3° UBS4 17.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
1.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 18.2 / / / / Cc 
14 B B B B A 18.3 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
19 Cc c Cc Cc B 18.3 D D D D D 
18.8 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
VARIANTS AND RATINGS CHART: JUDE 18.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
18.12 / / / / A 
VRNT UBSI UBS2_ UBS3 UBS3© UBS4 18.17 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
Ld B B B B A 18.22 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
Ld / / / / A 19.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
1,3 B B B B A 19.6 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
1.4 / / / / A 19.7 D D D D Cc 
1.4 / / / / A 19.11 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
15 D D D D D 19.12 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
18 / / / / A 19.13 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
1.12 / / / / A 20.6 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
119 / / / / A 20.9 Cc Cc Cc Cc A 
1.22 Cc Cc c Cc Cc 21.3 D D D D B 
1.23 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 21.3 D D D D Cc 
1.23 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 21.4 Cc Cc Cc Cc Cc 
1.25 / / / / A 21.5 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 
21,12 / / / / Cc 
22.14 B B B B A 
22.21 B B B B A 
22.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc B 
22.21 Cc Cc Cc Cc / 


APPENDIX II 


Analysis of Variants and Ratings (A, B, C, D) within 
Each UBSGNT Edition and within Each Biblical Book 


Appendix II collates the charts of Appendix I. Both appendices represent the founda- 
tional data utilized in developing the arguments discussed in Chapter 2, Section 1. 
Once again, the statistics contained in this second appendix are relatively easy to 
understand. Each UBSGNT edition is listed. Under each edition the four possible 
variant ratings (A, B, C, and D) are supplied. The number appearing directly after 
each rating portrays the number of times the particular rating occurs in the given book 
and the given edition (Chart 1, in Chapter 2, Section 1, is based upon these figures). 
This is followed by a percentage statistic which is calculated by dividing the number 
of times the particular variant rating occurs by the number of total variants in that edi- 
tion. This percentage figure displays the particular variant rating in relationship to the 
other three ratings (Chart 2, in Chapter 2, Section 1, is based upon these percentage 
figures).i Finally, the total number of variants in the edition are recorded. This is 
calculated by simply adding together all four variant ratings that appear in the 
given edition (these figures constitute the ‘Tor.’ column in the charts of Chapter 2, 
Section 1). 

The first book presented is Matthew. In the UBSGNT' (represented by the title 
‘FIRST EDITION VARIANTS and RATINGS’) the A letter-rating occurs eight 
times, four percent of the total number of variants (8 + 185 = 4.3%). B occurs 76 
times in the first edition, 41 percent of the total number of variants (76 + 185 = 
41%). C occurs 93 times, 50 percent of the total number of variants (93 + 185 = 
50.2%). D occurs eight times, four percent of the total number of variants (8 + 185 = 
4.3%). The total number of variants listed is 185 (8 [A] + 76 [B] + 93 [C] + 8 [D] = 
185 total variants). The UBSGNT" is then followed by the other editions. By exam- 
ining each UBSGNT edition in the light of the others, one is able to evaluate the 
changes that result in the Gospel of Matthew. 


i. The percentage calculations are rounded off to the nearest whole number based upon the 
first decimal figure. 

ii. The “Total # Of Variants’ figure is based upon variants that have a letter-rating. Variants 
without the A, B, C, or D letter-rating are not calculated. 
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MATTHEW: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 8 4% 


B 76 = 41% TOTAL = 185 
Cc 93 = 50% 

D 8 = 4% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 9 = 5% 

B 75 = 41% TOTAL = 185 
Cc 91 = 49% 

D 10 = 5% 


THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
5% 
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MARK: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 49 29% 


B 54 = 32% TOTAL = 170 
Cc 59 = 35% 
D 8 = 5% 


SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 43 25% 


B 69 = 37% TOTAL =185 
Cc 94 = 51% 

D 13 = T% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 9 = 5% 

B 69 = 37% TOTAL =185 
Cc 94 = 51% 

D 13 = 1% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 34 = 21% 

B 73 = 45%  TOTAL=161 
Cc 53 = 33% 

D 1 = 1% 

LUKE: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 7 = 4% 

B 47 = 27% TOTAL =177 
Cc 97 = 55% 

D 26 = 15% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 7 = 4% 

B 47 = 27% TOTAL =177 
Cc 97 = 55% 

D 26 = 15% 


THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
4% 


B 45 = 25% TOTAL = 177 

Cc 100 = 56% 

D 25 = 14% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 7 = 4% 

B 45 = 23% TOTAL = 177 

Cc 100 = 56% 

D 25 = 14% 


FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
= 27% 

47% TOTAL = 167 

26% 

0% 


DVaa> 
os 
b 

| or Ll 


B 59 = 35% TOTAL =170 
Cc 60 = 35% 

D 8 7 5% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 40 = 24% 

B 59 = 35% TOTAL=170 
Cc 57 = 34% 

D 14 = 8% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 40 = 24% 

B 59 = 35% TOTAL =170 
Cc 57 = 34% 

D 14 = 8% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 46 = 32% 

B 50 = 35% TOTAL = 142 
Cc 45 = 32% 

D 1 = 1% 

JOHN: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 30 = 17% 

B 57 = 33% TOTAL =172 
Cc 76 = 44% 

D 9 = 5% 


SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 


A 27 16% 


B 58 = 34% TOTAL = 172 
Cc 78 = 45% 
D 9 = 5% 


THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 27 16% 


B 55 = 32% TOTAL = 172 
Cc 78 = 45% 
D 12 = 7% 


THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 27 16% 


B 355 = 32% TOTAL = 172 
Cc 78 = 45% 
D 12 = 7% 


FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 46 30% 

B 65 42% TOTAL = 154 
Cc 42 27% 

D 1 1% 
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ACTS: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 1000 = 5% 

B 7 = 40% TOTAL = 192 
Cc 87 = 45% 

D 19 = 10% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A Wo = 6% 

B 70 = 40% TOTAL = 192 
Cc 840 = 44% 

D 20 = 10% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A Wo = 6% 

B 1 = 40% TOTAL = 192 
Cc 840 = 43% 

D 200 = 11% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A Io = 6% - 
B 76002 = 40% TOTAL = 191% 
Cc 83 = 43% 

D 2 = 11% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 4 = 37% 

B 810 = 41% TOTAL =198 
Cc 4200 = 21% 

D 1 = 1% 


1 CORINTHIANS: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
12% 


B 16 = 27% TOTAL =59 
Cc 30 = 51% 
D 6 = 10% 
SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 


14% 


B 14 = 24% TOTAL = 59 
Cc 31 = 53% 
D 6 = 10% 


THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 8 14% 


B 14 = 24% TOTAL =59 

Cc 30 = 31% 

D 7 = 12% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 8 = 14% 

B 14 = 24% TOTAL =59 

Cc 30 = 51% 

D 7 = 12% 


FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 23 38% 

B 22 37% TOTAL =60 
Cc 14 23% 

D 1 2% 
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ROMANS: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 12 13% 

B 35 39%  TOTAL=91 
Cc 42 46% 

2% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 12 = 13% 

B 34 = 37%  TOTAL=91 
Cc 42 = 46% 

D 3 = 3% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 11 12% 

B 32 35%  TOTAL=91 


Cc 42 46% 
D 6 = 1% 
THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 


12% 

35%  TOTAL=91 
46% 

T% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 41 48% 

B 21 25% TOTAL =85 
Cc 22 26% 

D 1 1% 


A at 
B 32 
Cc 42 


2 CORINTHIANS: 


FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 0 = 0% 

B 9 = 26% | TOTAL = 34 
Cc 19 = 56% 

D 6 = 18% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 = 0% 

B 6 = 18% TOTAL = 34 
Cc 23 = 68% 

D 5 = 15% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 0 = 0% 

B 6 = 18% TOTAL = 34 
Cc 22 = 65% 

D 6 = 18% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 


A 0 
B 6 
Cc 22 65% 

D 6 18% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 12 30% 

45% TOTAL=40 
25% 

0% 


0% 
18% TOTAL = 34 


B 18 
Cc 10 
D 0 


iii One variant rating is missing at Acts 5.32 in the UBSGNT?©°T.. It should most probably 


be a C rated variant. 
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GALATIANS: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 5% 


B 12 = 55% TOTAL =22 
Cc 5 = 23% 

D 4 = 18% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 = 5% 

B 12 = 55% TOTAL = 22 
Cc 5 = 23% 

D 4 = 18% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 = 5% 

B lt = 50% TOTAL =22 
Cc 5 = 23% 

D 5 = 23% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 = 5% 

B 11 = 50% TOTAL =22 
Cc 5 = 23% 

D 5 = 23% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 16 = 57% 

B 3 = 11%  TOTAL=28 
Cc 9 = 32% 

D 0 = 0% 
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EPHESIANS: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 0% 


B 12 = 52% TOTAL =23 
Cc 8 = 35% 
D 3 = 13% 


SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 0% 


B 1} = 48% TOTAL =23 
Cc 9 = 39% 
D 5 = 13% 


THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 0% 


B 11 = 48% TOTAL =23 
Cc 9 = 39% 
D 3 = 13% 


THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 


A 0 = 0% 

B 11 = 48% TOTAL = 23 
Cc 9 = 39% 

D 3 = 13% 


FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
43% 
34% 
23% 
0% 


A 15 
B 12 
Cc 8 
D 0 


TOTAL = 35 


PHILIPPIANS: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 0% 


B 8 = 50% TOTAL=16 
Cc 7 7 44% 
D 1 = 6% 


SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 0% 


B 8 = 50% TOTAL=16 
Cc 7 = 44% 
D 1 = 6% 


THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 0% 


B 9 = 56% TOTAL = 16 
Cc 6 = 38% 

D 1 = 6% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 = 0% 

B 9 = 56% TOTAL = 16 
Cc 6 = 38% 

D 1 = 6% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 10 = 48% 

B 7 = 33% TOTAL = 21 
Cc 4 = 19% 

D 0 = 0% 


COLOSSIANS: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 5% 


B 5 = 23% | TOTAL = 22 
Cc 11 = 50% 
D 5 = 23% 


SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 5% 


B 5 = 23% TOTAL = 22 
Cc at = 50% 
D 5 = 23% 


THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
5% 


B 5 = 23% TOTAL = 22 
Cc 11 = 50% 
D 5 = 23% 


THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 = 5% 


B 5 = 23% TOTAL = 22 
Cc 11 = 50% 
D 3 = 23% 


FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 8 29% 
B 12 43% 
Cc 8 29% 
D 0 0% 


TOTAL = 28 
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1 THESSALONIANS: 2 THESSALONIANS: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 18% A 0 = 0% 

B 5 = 45%  TOTAL=11 B 2 = 22% + j|.-TOTAL=9 
Cc 4 = 36% Cc 7 = 18% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 18% A 0 = 0% 

B 5 = 45%  TOTAL=11 B 2 = 22% j|.TOTAL=9 
Cc 4 = 36% Cc vf = 78% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 18% A 0 = 0% 

B 4 = 36%  TOTAL=11 B 2 = 22% j|.TOTAL=9 
Cc 5 = 45% Cc 7 = 78% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: | THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 18% A 0 = 0% 

B 4 = 36% jTOTAL=11 B 2 = 22% +j|.TOTAL=9 
Cc 5 = 45% Cc 7 = 18% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 9 = 60% A 3 = 38% 

B 3 = 20% +j|.TOTAL=15 B B = 38%  TOTAL=8 
Cc 3 = 20% Cc 2 = 25% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

1 TIMOTHY: 2 TIMOTRY: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 18% A 0 = 0% 

B 5 = 45% TOTAL=11 B 2 = 25% jTOTAL=8 
Cc 4 = 36% Cc 6 = 75% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 18% A 0 = 0% 

B 5 = 45%  TOTAL=11 B 2 = 25% TOTAL=8 
Cc 4 = 36% Cc 6 = 75% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 18% A 0 = 0% 

B 5 = 45%  TOTAL=11 B 2 = 25% TOTAL=8 
Cc 4 = 36% Cc 6 = 75% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 


THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: | THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 


A 2 = 18% A 0 = 0% 

B 5 = 45% TOTAL=11 B 2 = 25%. TOTAL=8 
Cc 4 = 36% Cc 6 = 75% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 15 = 79% A 2 = 25% 

B 2 = 11% TOTAL=19 B 5 = 63% TOTAL=8 
Cc 2 = 11% Cc 1 = 13% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 
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TITUS: PHILEMON: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 0 = 0% A 0 = 0% 

B 2 = 50% TOTAL=4 B 2 = 50%  TOTAL=4 
Cc 2 = 50% Cc 2 = 50% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 = 0% A 0 = 0% 

B 2 = 50%  TOTAL=4 B 2 = 50% TOTAL=4 
Cc 2 = 50% Cc 2 = 50% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 0 = 0% A 0 = 0% 

B 2 = 50%  TOTAL=4 B 2 = 50% TOTAL=4 
Cc 2 = 50% Cc 2 = 50% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: | THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 = 0% A 0 = 0% 

B 2 = 50% TOTAL=4 B 2 = 50% TOTAL=4 
Cc 2 = 50% ie 2 = 50% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 50% A 2 = 40% 

B 1 = 25% TOTAL=4 B 3 = 60% TOTAL=5 
Cc 1 = 25% Cc 0 = 0% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 

HEBREWS: JAMES: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 2 = 5% A 1 = 6% 

B 11 = 29% TOTAL = 38 B 6 = 33% TOTAL=18 
Cc 20 = 53% Cc 7 = 39% 

D 5 = 13% D 4 = 22% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 5% A 1 = 6% 

B 12 = 32% TOTAL =38 B 7 = 39% TOTAL=18 
Cc 19 = 50% Cc 6 = 33% 

D 5 = 13% D 4 = 22% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 2 = 5% A 1 = 6% 

B 12 = 32% TOTAL =38 B 7 = 39% TOTAL= 18 
Cc 19 = 50% Cc 7 = 39% 

D 5 = 13% D 3 = 17% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: | THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 5% A 1 = 6% 

B 12 = 32% TOTAL = 44 B 7 = 39% TOTAL = 18 
Cc 19 = 50% c 7 = 39% 

D 5 = 13% D 3 = 17% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 20 = 45% A a = 30% 

B 12 = 27% TOTAL =44 B 12 = 52% TOTAL = 23 
Cc 12 = 27% Cc 4 = 17% 

D 0 = 0% D 0 = 0% 
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1 PETER: 2 PETER: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 1 = 4% A 0 = 0% 

B 9 = 32% TOTAL =28 B 4 = 20% TOTAL =20 
c 1602«*S 57% Cc 10 = 50% 

D 2 = 1% D 6 = 30% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 = 4% A 0 = 0% 

B 10 = 36%  TOTAL=28 B 4 = 20% TOTAL =20 
Cc 15 = 54% Cc 10 = 50% 

D 2 = 1% D 6 = 30% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 = 4% A 0 = 0% 

B 10s 37%  TOTAL=27 B 4 = 20%  TOTAL=20 
Cc 4 = 52% Cc 10 = 50% 

D 2 = 1% D 6 = 30% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: | THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 1 = 4% A 0 = 0% 

B 10 = 37%  TOTAL=27 B 4 = 20%  TOTAL=20 
Cc 14 = 52% Cc 10 = 50% 

D 2 = 1% D 6 = 30% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 20 °2«= 54% A 8 = 33% 

B 9 = 24% TOTAL =37 B 8 = 33% TOTAL =24 
Cc 8 = 22% c 7 = 29% 

D 0 = 0% D 1 = 4% 

1 JOHN: 2 JOHN: 

FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 

A 2 = 8% A 0 = 0% 

B 11 = 44% TOTAL =25 B 3 = 50% TOTAL=6 
Cc 10 = 40% c 3 = 50% 

D 2 = 8% D 0 = 0% 

SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 8% A 0 = 0% 

B 2 = 48% TOTAL=25 B 4 = 67%  TOTAL=6 
Cc 9 = 36% c 2 = 33% 

D 2 = 8% D 0 = 0% 

THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 8% A 0 = 0% 

B 2 = 48% TOTAL=25 B 4 = 67% TOTAL=6 
Cc 8 = 32% Cc 2 = 33% 

D 3 = 12% D 0 = 0% 

THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: | THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 2 = 8% A 0 7 0% 

B 2 = 48% TOTAL =25 B 4 = 67%  TOTAL=6 
Cc 8 = 32% Cc 2 = 33% 

D 3 = 12% D 0 = 0% 

FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 19 = 59% A 4 = 61% 

B 8 = 25% TOTAL =32 B 2 = 33%  TOTAL=6 
Cc 5 = 16% c 0 = 0% 

D 0 7 0% D 0 = 0% 
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3 JOHN: JUDE: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 = 0% A 0 = 0% 
B 1 = 33% TOTAL=3 B 2 = 33% TOTAL = 6 
Cc 2 = 67% Cc 3 = 50% 
D 0 = 0% D 1 = 17% 
SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 = 0% A 0 = 0% 
B 1 = 33% TOTAL = 3 B 2 = 33% TOTAL = 6 
Cc 2 = 67% Cc 3 = 50% 
D 0 = 0% D 1 = 17% 
THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 = 0% A 0 = 0% 
B i = 33% TOTAL = 3 B 2 = 33% TOTAL =6 
Cc 2 = 67% Cc 3 = 50% 
D 0 = 0% D 1 = 17% 
THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: | THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 0 = 0% A 0 = 0% 
B 1 = 33% TOTAL = 3 B 2 = 33% TOTAL = 6 
Cc 2 = 67% Cc 3 = 50% 
D 0 = 0% D 1 = 17% 
FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
1 = 50% A 9 = 69% 
1 = 50% TOTAL =2 B 0 = 0% TOTAL = 13 
0 = 0% Cc 3 = 23% 
0 = 0% D 1 = 8% 
REVELATION: 
FIRST EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
Al = 1% 
B 14 = 15% TOTAL =92 
C 72 = 78% 
D 5 = 5% 
SECOND EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A l = 1% 
B 14 = 15% TOTAL = 92 
C 72 = 78% 
D 5 = 5% 
THIRD EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
Al = 1% 
B 14 = 15% TOTAL =92 
Cc 71 = 77% 
D 6 = 7% 
THIRD COR. EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS. 
Ail = 1% 
B 14 = 15% TOTAL =92 
Cc 71 = 71% 
D 6 = 1% 
FOURTH EDITION VARIANTS AND RATINGS: 
A 23 = 32% 
B30 = 42% TOTAL =72 
Cc 18 = 25% 


D 1 


1% 


APPENDIX III 


Analysis of Variants and Ratings (A, B, C, D) as Compared 
throughout All Editions and within Each Biblical Book 


This third appendix contains the raw data used to build the argument of Chapter 2, 
Section 3. Chart 3 of this same chapter and section is based directly upon the figures 
presented here. The statistics compiled here are straightforward, given that one 
understands the classifications presented in the main body of this monograph. Each 
biblical book is represented. Following this, the grand total statistics are provided. 
This final group of data simply adds the figures of each biblical book together arriv- 
ing at overall totals or, as mentioned, grand totals. A close observance of the foot- 
notes in this section will provide additional information regarding several of the 
calculations. On numerous occasions specific passage references are recorded under 
certain categories. This is due to questions regarding where a particular variant 
should be placed. It could have perhaps been placed in several categories, or it did 
not perfectly characterize any one category. Therefore, to remedy this uncertainty, the 
variant has been specifically listed as to its location. 


MATTHEW: 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
D-C 4 


C-B = 24 

B-A- = 19 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

C-A = 1 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B 1 


B-C = 3 
C-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 
B-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 7 

B = 49 

Cc = 63 

D = 4 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 10 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 10 

B = 9 

Cc = 7 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 31 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 211 


MARK: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 6 

C-B = 15 
B-A- = 6 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 1 

CA = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 10 

B-C = 4 

C-D = 2 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 39 

B = 44 

Cc = 36 

D = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 5 


NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 
A = 8 

B = 2 

Cc = 7 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT‘*: 45 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 187 


LUKE: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 
C-B = 40 
BA = 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
DB = 9 

C-A = 9 (Lk. 9.55-56; 22.43-44) 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B 0 


B-C = 0 

C-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

BD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 7 

B 25 

Cc 50 (Lk. 9.55; 22.42) 

D = 3 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 2 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT?*: 

A 
B 
Cc 


tau 


hou il 
N 


D 
NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 29 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 198 


JOHN: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 6 
C-B = 23 
B-A = 9 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 1 

CA = 5 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 2 
B-C = 3 
CD = 1 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

BD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = (8) 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 27 

B = 44 

Cc = 46 

D = 2 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 3 


NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 
A 11 


B = 10 
Cc = 8 
D = 0 


NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 47 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 201 


ACTS: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 

C-B = 34 
B-A = 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 4 

C-A = 6 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 0 

B-C = 1 

cD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 10 


B = 49 

Cc = 46 

D = 3 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 3 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 37 

B = a 

Cc = 2 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 40 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 238 


ROMANS: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
D-C 0 

C-B = 12 

BA = 16 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

CA = 5 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 0 

B-C = 1 

CD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 


B 
Cc 
D 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 6 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 8 

B 2 

Cc 4 

D 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 20 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 105 
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1 CORINTHIANS: 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 


DC = 3 

C-B = 13 

B-A = 7 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

C-A = 3 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
D-A- = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B 0 


B-C = 1 

C-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
A-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 7 

B = 6 

Cc = 13 

D = 3 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 2 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 6 

B = 3 

Cc = 3 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 11 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 70 


2 CORINTHIANS: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
D-C 2 

C-B 11 

B-A 4 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 3 

CA — 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
D-A = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B - 0 

B-C = 0 

C-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
A-C = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 0 

B 2 

Cc 7 

D = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 4 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 5 

B 3 

Cc 2 

D 7 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 4 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 44 


"ow a 


GALATIANS: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
D-C = 4 

C-B = 2 

B-A = 10 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

C-A = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
D-A = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B 7 0 

B-C = 0 

C-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 


0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 
A 1 
B 1 
Cc 3 
D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 1 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 
A = 5 
B 0 
Cc 2 
D 0 
NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*4: 1 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 29 


uo t 
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EPHESIANS: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
D-C = 

C-B = 4 
B-A = 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
DB = 2 

C-A = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 0 
B-C = 0 
CD = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 0 
B = 5 
Cc = 3 
D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 2 


NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT?: 
A = 9 
B 0 
Cc 4 
D 0 
NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*4: | 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 36 


PHILIPPIANS: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 0 

C-B = 4 

B-A = 4 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
DB = 1 

CA = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 0 

B-C = 0 

C-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 0 

B = 4 

c = 2 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 0 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 5 

B = 2 

C = 2 


0 
NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT?: 4 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 25 


COLOSSIANS: 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 


DC = S 
C-B = 8 
B-A = 3 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
DB = 0 

C-A- = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 


A-B = 0 
B-C = 0 
CD = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 
BD = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 

gauss Maia ae OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


5 = 2 
Cc = 3 
D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 0 


NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 4 

B 2 

Cc 1 

D 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT™: 1 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 29 
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1 THESSALONIANS: 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 


DC = 0 

C-B = 2 

B-A = 3 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

C-A = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B 


B-C = 1 

CD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 2 

B 1 

Cc 2 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 0 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT?: 

A = 4 

B 0 

Cc 1 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 1 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 16 


tuned 


2 THESSALONIANS: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 
C-B = 3 
B-A = 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
DB = 0 

CA = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
AB = 0 

B-C = 0 
CD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 


B-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 
B 
c 
D 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT?*: 

A = 0 

B 0 

c 0 

D 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 
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1 TIMOTHY: 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 


C-B = 1 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
DB = 0 

CA = 2 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B 


B-C = 0 
CD = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 
BD = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 2 

B = 1 

Cc = 1 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 0 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 7 

B = 1 

Cc = 1 

D = 0 


NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 1 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 20 


2 TIMOTHY: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 0 

C-B = 3 

B-A = 2 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

CA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
AB = 0 


B-C = 0 

C-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 
A 


a 0 
B = 0 
Cc = 3 
D 7 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 0 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 
A = 0 
B = 2 
Cc = 0 


D 0 
NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 2 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 10 


TITUS: 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 


DC = 0 

C-B = 1 

B-A = 2 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

CA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 0 


B-C = 0 
c-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 
B-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 


AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 
B 
Cc 


{uo ow tt 
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D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 0 

0 

0 

0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 


(o) 
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PHILEMON: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
D-C = 0 
C-B = Z 
B-A = 1 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

CA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA - 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 

B-C = 0 
CD = 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 0 
B = 1 
Cc = 0 
D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 1 

0 

0 

0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 
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HEBREWS: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 4 

C-B = 10 

B-A = 10 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 1 

C-A- = 2 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
AB = 0 

B-C = 0 

CD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 2 

B = 1 

Cc = 7 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 1 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT4: 

A = 6 

B = 0 

Cc = 3 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 3 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 47 


JAMES: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 1 

C-B = 4 

BA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 2 

CA = 2 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
AB = 0 


B-C = 0 
Cc-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 
B-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 1 


B = 3 
Cc = 0 
D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 3 


NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 4 

B 1 

Cc 1 

D 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 1 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 24 


hed 


I PETER: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 1 

C-B = 4 

BA = 7 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B a 1 

CA = 5 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 0 

B-C = 0 

C-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 


B-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
A-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 1 

B 2 

Cc 6 (1 Peter 3.18” included here) 

D 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 0 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 7 

B 4 

Cc 2 

D 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT4: — 3 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 40 


2 PETER: 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
Dc 3 

C-B 4 

B-A 4 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
DB = 2 

CA = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
AB = 0 

B-C = 0 
CD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 0 

B 0 

Cc 4 

D = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 1 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 3 

B 
c 
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2 
0 
D 0 
NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT?: 1 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 25 


1 JOHN: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 1 

C-B = 5 
B-A- = 10 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 1 

CA = 2 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 


A-B = 0 
B-C = 0 
C-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 
B-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 2 

B = 1 

Cc 7 2 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 1 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 5 

B = 2 

Cc = 1 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 1 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 33 


2 JOHN: 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 


C-B = 2 

B-A = 3 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

C-A = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B 


B-C = 0 
CD = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 
B-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

A 


B 
Cc 
D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 
A = 0 

B = 0 

Cc = 0 
D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT?*: 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 


noua 
o 


3 JOHN: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
D-C 0 

C-B I 

B-A 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

C-A = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 
B-C = 0 
C-D = 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

BD = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 


AD = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 0 
B = 0 
Cc = 1 
D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A = 0 

0 

0 

0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 


a 
Woueut 


JUDE: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 0 

C-B = 0 

BA = 2 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 0 

CA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
AB = 0 


B-C = 0 
C-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 
B-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 0 

B = 0 

Cc = 3. 

D = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 0 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT4: 

A = 7 

B = 0 

c = 0 

D = 0 


NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 0 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 13 


REVELATION: 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 3 

C-B 26 

B-A 10 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
D-B = 1 

CA = 5 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 
B-C = 0 
CD = 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
A-D = 0 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 


A = 1 

B = 4 

Cc = 40 

D = 1 

NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 1 
NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*4: 

A = 7 

B = 2 

Cc = 2 

D = 0 

NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 31 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 103 


GRAND TOTAL FIGURES : 

TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 
DC = 68 

C-B = 258 

BA = 189 

TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 
DB = 29 

CA = 52 


TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
DA = 2 

TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 
A-B = 13 

B-C = 14 
C-D = 3 
TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
AC = 0 

B-D = 0 

TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
AD = 

TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS 
THROUGHOUT ALL OCCURRING EDITIONS: 

121 

262 

368 

22 

TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS: 45 
TOTAL NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 

A 


wo 
fon ou il 


B = 62 (285 Total Rated Passages)! 
Cc = 55 
D = 0 


TOTAL NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF THE UBSGNT*: 
A 23 


il 


B = 99 300 Total Rated Passages ny 
(273 from UBSGNT? to the UBSGNT4)ii 

Cc = 162 

D = 16 


TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED: 
1731*¥ (1437-1438 in the UBSGNT‘) 


Notes to Appendix III 


i. If any figure in this list shows a discrepancy with the UBSGNT committee’s figures, it is footnoted and discussed. All figures were 
checked at least three times when a discrepancy was revealed. This often involved recalculating the statistics of an entire section. The following 
explanations also provide insight into the discrepancies existing in these figures: 1) in defining their numerical additions and deletions, the 
UBSGNT committee appendix has used the term ‘passages’ (see p. 2* of the UBSGNT* Introduction). Discrepancies may result because this term 
denotes an actual biblical passage that may include more than one variant. 2) This chapter provides statistics only for variants that have been 
ascribed a letter-rating. If a variant has not been given this rating, it will not appear in these tables or statistics. 

ii. When the four totals recorded in this category (168, 62, 55, 0) are added together, the calculation comes to 285 new variants added to 
the UBSGNT4 (i.e. 168 [A] + 62 [B] + 55 [C] + 0 [D] = 285). On p. 2* of the UBSGNT* Introduction, 284 new passages are said to be added. 
The statistical differences between this chart and the totals given in the UBSGNT® are negligible. However, although the discrepancy here is 
minor, one can consult the list of ‘New Variants Added to the UBSGNT*’ in Chapter 2, Section 2, in order to examine the exact passages 
included in this tally. 

iii. On p. 2* of the UBSGNT“, we are told that 273 ‘passages’ were removed. Again, the first point in note i above may account for some, if 
not all, of the discrepancy here. However, one may wish to consult the list entitled ‘Variants Dropped Out of the UBSGNT*’, in Chapter 2, 
Section 2, in order to examine the actual 300 omitted variants. 

iv. Onp. v of the preface to the UBSGNT* the total number of variants given is 1437. On p. 2* of the Introduction, 1438 passages are said 
to be the scope of the apparatus. It is uncertain whether the term ‘passages’ refers to individual variants or to actual biblical passages where 
variants occur. Yet the reason for this minor discrepancy within the UBSGNT* is uncertain. Regardless, the figure given here is 1731 total 
variants referenced. It should be kept in mind that this number indicates all variants examined within all editions, not just the UBSGNT*. This 
includes variants that may have only occurred in one edition and were later removed. Therefore, in all the UBSGNT editions combined, a total of 
1731 letter-rated passages have been dealt with (this figure does not include unrated variants which provided little information for this 
monograph). In Chapter 2, Section 1, the total number of variants recorded in the UBSGNT* comes to 1431 (514 [A] + 541 [B] + 367 [C] +9 
[D] = 1431). As already stated immediately above, the UBSGNT4 committee claim there are either 1437 or 1438 variant passages. The 
discrepancy here (between 1431 or 1437-38 variant passages) may well be due to any number of the above explanations, yet it should be noted 
that this difference has no sizable effect whatsoever upon the conclusions of this monograph. 


APPENDIX IV 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in Selected Portions of the UBSGNT*# 


Appendix IV contains data that are one stage prior to the information presented in 
Appendix V. Appendix IV also contains the raw material used to develop the ‘High 
Percentage Manuscript Groupings’ charts of Chapter 2, Section 4. Like the charts in 
Section 4, this appendix records all UBSGNT* manuscript citations given in every 
variant that occurs within the first eight chapters of Luke, Acts, Romans, and 
Revelation, and the entire book of 1 Peter. The manuscript types that are represented 
in these charts follow in this order: papyri, uncials, minuscules, lectionaries, Old 
Latin versions, Vulgate versions, Syriac versions, Coptic versions, Armenian 
versions, Ethiopic versions, Georgian versions, Greek Father quotations, and Latin 
Father quotations. 

Only the manuscripts cited within the first variant option of an entire variant unit 
(i.e. the variant reading that appears in the UBSGNT*“ text) are recorded in this 
appendix. Alternative variant options are not listed. These charts are fairly simple to 
understand. Every textual variant is listed with its reference (chapter and verse), and 
with its UBSGNT* letter-rating (A, B, C, and D). These appear at the top of each 
column. Every manuscript that is cited in the given chapters of a given book is listed 
along the far left column. If a particular manuscript is present within a variant 
passage, it is marked with an ‘X’. If no ‘X’ is present, the manuscript is not cited for 
that variant. Often special abbreviations (such as brackets ‘( )’, or superscript 
numerals like ‘1/2’ etc.) are cited along with the particular manuscript (again, marked 
by the ‘X’). For an explanation of these one should consult page 47* of the 
UBSGNT* which contains the ‘Master List Of Symbols And Abbreviations’. If the 
symbols are too detailed to record within a chart, they are reproduced (in the same 
form as they appear in the UBSGNT“) in a list located at the end of this appendix. 
More information concerning these symbols and listings can be found there. What 
these charts are in essence producing is the UBSGNT* critical apparatus as it appears 
for the first variant option cited in each textual variant. By paying close attention to 
the footnotes, the reader will come across further details regarding these charts, the 
UBSGNT* apparatus, and particular points of interest pertaining to various 
manuscripts. 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Papyri Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 128 135 146 166 1.74 1.78 2.9 241 2.14 2.33 2.38 
i A A A 


Variant | 3.22 3.32 3.33 4.4 417 418 444 5.17 S17 5.33 5.38 


= Numerous papyri are footnoted throughout the papyri evidence charts because of their early 
age and importance to textual criticism. Both )4, containing various portions of the first six chapters 
in Luke, and $75, containing large sections of Luke and John, are significant (at least from the view 
of external evidence which is partially concerned with the age of manuscripts) in that they are dated 
from the third century with $)75 given a very early third-century date. The Alands list both papyri as 
category I manuscripts in The Text of the New Testament, pp. 96-101. 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Uncial Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


146 166 1.74 1.78 2.9 2 
A B B 


Lol 


I 2.14 2.33 2.38 
A 


Variant 1,28 
Ratin A 
Uncials 

NO] x 
A02 

BO3 X 
C04 

DOS | 

[E07P) 

[F09] 

[GO11] 

[H013] 

LOI9 

[P024] 

W032 

A037 

0038 

5040 

Y044 x 
0130 

0177 x 

0233 x 


3.32 3.33 4.4 4.17 418 4.44 S17 S517 5.33 5.38 
B Cc 


eal 
w& 
wn 


x* Xl(x*) xX 


x* x Xx 


x (X) (X) 


a 
a 


Dr a DP Dd Dd Df 
R 
» 
es 
> 


PPS PS PS PS OO 
D4 Pd Pd PS Pd DS Pd PM PS PE Pd 


a 
PEP PPP PO OS OM 


w 
N 
N 


Variant 


mr [tot 
*% 

~ Me Pe 
s. 
a 
R 
Roe} 


[N022] 
[2026] 
W032 
4037 
6038 
040 
Y044 
070 
0233 


(X*) 


(X) x x (X) 


Sede dd de 
» 
i 
Dodd >t dod od DM 


a 
MP 


ii. | Manuscripts placed in brackets are uncials that have a Byzantine text. These manuscripts 
would be cited following the group symbol Byz, as indicated in the footnotes on p. 904 of the 
UBSGNT*4. 
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0 631 635 6.48 
B B 


nN 
ay 
al 
co 
fon 


Variant | 5.39 5.39a 5.39b 6.1 6.4 
i A A 


a> p> 


~ >< 
~ > 
~ 


ms > 
Me OK OR OK 


».4 


PS PPS PRK PK Oh OM OM OM 


5S 
wa 
NO 
Nope pe dD dd 
> > 


ta 
© 
N 
wan 


Variant 
Ratin 
Uncials 
8O1 
A02 
BO3 
DOS 
[E07] 
[F09] 
[GO11] 
[H013] 
LO19 
[P024] 
W032 
4037 
0038 
=040 
W044 
079 


Variant 8.26 8.37 8.43 8.44 8.45 8.45 8.49 
Ratin Cc Cc Cc B B B B 
Uncials 

NOI x2 
A02 xX 
BO3 ».¢ ».¢ 

C04 X* 

DOS ».¢ x 

[E07] 

[GOI1] 

[H013] 

LO19 


8 7.32 7.35 7. 
B 


~ Pe [Rr MR OK 


preter tet Ee a DoeN 
Aye axx 


~ 
» 
xx -« x 
~ 
Dd DMD Dd Dd Dd dt Dd Dd Dd Dd OS Dd df 


> Dd Dd Od Dd OS 
>> 


PE PS PA PS PS PK Pd PS PSM PK OM 


RS 
N 
& 
D4 Dd OM bd Dd Dd Dd 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Minuscule Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


6 166 1.74 178 29 211 2.14 2.33 2.38 
A B B B A A B A 


> 


xX x (X) xX xX 
4 x xX x xX 
xX x 
xX X x x 
x xX xvid 
x x xX Xx 
x xX x x 
xX x X xX 
xX xX X x xX xX xX xX 
xX X xX xX xX 
X x x x 
xX xX X x xX 
xX x x xX x 
xX xX xX x 
xX x x xX 
xX x X x 
x xX X X x x xX 
X x x xX 
xX x X X 
xX xX xX xX 
xX x xX x 
xX xX xX x 
.22 3.32 3.33) 44 4.17 418 444 5.17 517 533 5.38 
B B Cc B B A B B A B 
xX x xX x 
x (X) X 
X xX x 
X x x 
x x x xX xX x 
xX xX xX 
Xx xX x 
x x x 
xX xX xX xX xX 
xX x x 
X) x xX x x 
x X* xX xX x* 
X xX xX 
X x x 
X xX xX 
X xX X X xX xX 
x Xx x 
xX X xX 
X X x 
xX X x 
x ».4 x 


232 


Variant 
Ratin 
Minusc. 
fl 
fl3 

28 

33 

157 
180 
205 
565 
579 
597 
700 
892 
1006 
1010 
1071 
1241 
1243 
1292 
1342 
1424 
1505 


ed a 5 ot pe od 


OPS PSP et DK 


Variant 


Minusc. 


fl 


bn 
be 
‘ 


5.39a 
A 


Textual Optimism 


5.39b 6.1 6.4 6.4 6.5 6.10 6,31 
A A B 


x x x 
x 
x ».4 
x x x 
x 
Xx x 
x x D4 
x Xx 
xX x Xx 
x x 
xX x 
Xx x 
4 x 
x x 
Xx 
x Xx x x x 
x 
x x 
x 4 
x x 
Xx 
7Q1 5 7.39 


711 7.19 7.28 7.327. 
B Cc B B 


by iy 


MP eID Od Dd Dd Pd PM Bd BS Pd DM Bd DM Bt Dd Bt Bd Dd bd Ot bt dt 


PO PSPS Pd PS Bt Pd Bd CS Pe Pd dG 


6. 


5 


Lot) 


POPS PS PS Pe OO > PE PEP PS PE PG Pd PK Pd Pd Bt Pd Pd DM dt Pd Ot Bd Dd [ 


6.48 
A 


mo 


Po PPS PK 


Pe PS 
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4 845 845 8.49 
B B B 


A 


3. «8s 


eS 


Variant 8.26 8.37 8. 
i Cc 


(X) 


xX* 


S 

Q 
PA PEK Pd PS PS Pd Dd PG OPS PS OO PS IO 
Dd PS PS PS Pd BS Pd Dd Del Pd Dd Pd Dd DM Dd Dd OS DM Dd PG DD 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Lectionary Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


128 1.35 146 166 1.74 1.78 2.9 211 2.14 2.33 2.38 
A A A B B B A A B 


Variant 
Ratin 


Lection. 

Lect.™ xX xX x ».¢ 

L253 x 
Variant |} 3.22 3.32 3.33 4.17 418 4.44 S517 S517 5.33 5.38 
Ratin B B Cc B A B A B B 


Lection. 
Lect. 
L68 
L76 
L387 
L673 
L813 
L1223 


iii, The ‘Lect’ symbol represents the reading of the majority of the lectionaries selected, 
together with the text of the edition published by Apostoliki Diakonia, Athens. This is explained on 
p. 50* of the UBSGNT*. 

iv. Throughout these charts the regular small-cap letter ‘I’, generally used as the lectionary 
symbol, is replaced with the capital letter ‘L’. 
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5.39 5.39a 5.39b 6.1 6.4 6.4 6.5 6.10 6.31 6.35 6.48 
B B 


Variant 
Ratin 


Lection. 

Lect. x x D4 X ».¢ 

L524 x 

Variant 7.7 7.10 7.11 7.11 7.19 7.28 7,32 7.35 7.39 7.45 8.3 
Ratin B A B B C B B B A A B 
Lection. 

Lect. X  xXptAD = xpt 
Variant 8.26 8.37 8.44 8.45 


Ratin, Cc Cc B B 


Lection. 
Lect. 


x xX 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Old Latin Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant | 1.28 135 146 166 174 178 29 211 214 233 2.38 
i A B B A B A 
xX 
ipaur X (X) X Xx x 
it? (e)¥ (X) xX xX 
itB xX X 
ite (X) xX xX x 
it4 (ea) x (X) xX x 
it®(e) (X) x (X) x 
itf(e) xX (X) xX xX x 
it. X (X) x x 
it! (e) xX xX xX 
it” x 
it@(e) x (X) X 
itt! (X) 


vy. When two manuscripts with identical lettering or numbering are listed in the Old Latin 
evidence chart, they are distinguished by placing the contents of each manuscript within brackets. 
The abbreviations are as given in the section entitled ‘Principal Manuscripts And Versions Cited In 
The Textual Apparatus’, beginning on p. 903 of the UBSGNT® (this information is also often 
included in a small pamphlet provided by the United Bible Society and placed inside their 
UBSGNT). The particular abbreviations are as follows: e-Gospels; a-Acts; p-Pauline Epistles; c- 
Catholic or General Epistles; and r-Revelation. 
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4.44 $517 517 5.33 5.38 


aA 
i 
“N 
KB 
hee 
Oo 


Variant 3.22 3.32 3,33 4.4 


B Cc B A B B A B B 
Old Latin 
ir@ xX x 
igaur xX xX xX xX 
it? (e) xX xX x 
ite xX xX xX 
it4 (ea) X x 
it®(e) xX X 
itf(e) xX xX 
it? x xX x 
it! (e) x x xX 
it%(e) xX x xX xX 
itt! xX xX X 
5.39a 5.396 6.4 6.4 65 610 631 635 648 


A A A A B A B 
Old Latin 
ir? xX xX (X) x 
geaur x x xX x xX x 
it (e) xX Xx x x 
ite xX (X) x xX 
it4 (ea) xX 
it€(e) (X) x xX 
itf(e) xX xX xX xX xX xX 
itff? x x xX x 
it! (e) xX x xX xX Xx 
it%(e) xX xX xX x xX xX 
itt! xX xX xX xX 
7.7 7.10 741 741 7.19 7.28 7.32 7.35 7.39 7.45 83 
A B C B B A 
X xX xX xX 
xX X (X) xX 
x xX xX 
xX X X Xx xX 
x X xX xX 
x x xX xX xX 
xX xX xX xX 
xX x xX xX xX 
xX xX xX (X) xX 
xX X x 
xX xX X X 
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Variant 826 837 843 844 845 845 8.49 
Cc Cc B B B 
>< x x 
x Xx x 
Xx x (X) 

4 ».4 x 

x x xX 
».4 

x x x x 

x x 

x x 

x Xx >.< 

x x ».4 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Vulgate Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant | 1.28 135 146 166 1.74 1,78 2.9 2.1] 2.14 2.33 2.38 


Ratin A A A A B B B A A B A 
Vulgate 

vg (xX) xX xmss xm x X(Xms) 

vg X x x 
vgst X X xX 
Variant | 3.22 3.32 3.33 4.4 4.17 418 444 517 5.17 5.33 5.38 
Ratin B B Cc B B A B B A B B 
Vulgate 

vg X x ».4 

vgww x 

gst Xx 


Variant | 5.39 5.39a 5.39b 6.1 6.4 6.4 6.5 6.10 631 635 6.48 
A 


Variant 7.7 7.10 741 7.11 7.19 7.28 7.32 7.35 7.39 745 8.3 
Ratin B A B B Cc B B B A A B 


Vulgate 

vg xms ».4 ».4 x x mss 

ygiw Xx x 
vgst Xx 
Variant | 8.26 837 843 844 845 845 849 

Ratin Cc Cc Cc B B B B 


Vulgate 
vg x x Xxmss x 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Syriac Evidence ( UBSGNT*) 


Variant 146 166 1.74 1.78 2.9 2.11 2.14 2.33 2.38 
A B B B A A A 

Syriac 

syr§ x x (X) (X) x 

syrP Xx x (X) x 

syrpal x Xmss x xms 

syrh x x x (X™8) 

Variant 3,22 3.32 3.3. 


x 
XxX 
x 
3 4.4 417 418 444 S17 517 3.33 5.38 
Cc B B B 
x 


Variant 


8 7.32 7.35 7.39 7.45 8.3 
Ratin: B 


syrht xmg xX 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Coptic Evidence (UBSGNT‘) 


Variant 128 1.35 146 1.66 1.74 1.78 2.9 2.11 2.14 2.33 2.38 
A A A A B B B A A A 

Coptic 

cops¢ x x (X) 4 x Xx ».4 (X) Xx 

cope x xX Xx) X Xx X(XMS) (XPS) x 
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4.4 4.17 418 4.44 
B A B 


Variant 


B 
X 
xt 
Variant 5.39 5.39a 5.39b 


a 
hoe, 
a 
w 
an 
oN 
an 
wn 
Sa 
hn 
— 
a 
w 
Leon l 
Na 
we 
A 
an 
wR 
oo 


Cc 
x x x 
copbe xX x xpt xX xX@y x xX xet 
7. 8.3 
B B 
x 
cop x 
.44 
B 


xms 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Armenian Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 128 135 146 166 1.74 1.78 2.9 211 2.14 2.33 2.38 
A 


Variant } 3.22 3.32 3.33 4.4 4.17 418 4.44 S17 5.17 5.33 5.38 
C 


Variant 5.39 5.39a 5.39b 6.1 6.4 6.4 6.5 6.10 6.31 6.35 6.48 
i A A B A 


Variant 7.7 7.10 711 7.11 7.19 7.28 7.32 7.35 7.39 7.45 8.3 
A B 
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Variant 826 837 843 844 845 845 849 
i Cc Cc Cc B B B 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Ethiopic Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1,28 1,35 1.46 1.66 1.74 1,78 2.9 2/11 2.14 2.33 2.38 
Ratin A B 


Ethiopic 
eth xX xX ».¢ 
Variant 3.22 3.32 3.33 4.4 4.17 4.18 4.44 5.17 5.17 5.33 5.38 
Ratin B B Cc B B A B B A B B 
Ethiopic 
eth ».¢ x x x 
Variant 5.39 5.39a 5.39b 6.1 6.4 6.4 6.5 6.10 6.31 6.35 6.48 
Ratin Cc A A C A A B A B B A 
Ethiopic 
eth X x xX xXTH Xx X -XTH 
Variant ie i 7.10 711 7.11 7.19 7.28 7.32 7.35 7.39 7.45 8.3 
Ratin B A B B C B B B A A B 
Ethiopic 
eth x Xx Xx 4 XxX 
Variant 8.26 8.37 8.43 8.44 8.45 8.45 8.49 
Ratin C C Cc B B B B 
Ethiopic 
eth x 

Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 

Georgian Evidence (UBSGNT*) 

Variant 1,28 135 1.46 1.66 1.74 1,78 2.9 211 2.14 2.33 2.38 


Ratin, A A A A B A 


Georgian 
geo 

geo! 
geo” 


3.22 3.32 3.33 
B B C 


Variant 


417 418 4.44 S17 S17 5.33 5.38 
Ratin A B 


Georgian 

geo 

Variant | 5.39 5.39a 5.39b 6.4 6.4 6.5 6.10 6.31 6.35 6.48 
Ratin Cc A A 


Georgian 
geo 
geo? 
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Variant 7.7 7.10 7.11 7.411 7.19 7.28 7.32 7.35 7.39 7.45 8.3 


Ratin, B A B B C B B B A A 
Georgian 
geo (X) xX x 
geo” X 
Variant | 826 837 843 844 845 845 849 
Ratin C Cc B B B B 
Georgian 
geo x x 
Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Greek Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT4)¥i 
Variant 1,28 135 146 166 1.74 1.78 2.9 2.11 
Ratin A A A A A 
Greek Church Fathers 
Amphilochius X 
Apollinaris, of Laodicea x 
Cyril, of Alexandria x x 
Cyril-Jerusalem »4 x 
Diatessaron, of Tatian xX Xsye 
Didymus Xdub x 
Epiphanius xX x38 
Eusebius, of Caesarea ».4 x 
Gregory-Nyssa xvid x (X12) x 
Hesychius, of Jerusalem ».4 X 
Irenaeus (Xiatl/2) Xiat Xiat 
John-Damascus x x 
Marcus-Eremita xin 
Origen Xlem Xlat Xiat Xiat er? lat 
Orsiesius Xiat 
Peter-Alexandria XCyril — xCyril 
Ps-Dionysius x x 
Ps-Gregory-Thaumaturgus Xx Xx 
Ps-Hippolytus Xx 
Serapion ».4 
Severian x 
Theodoret, of Cyrrhus >. 4 Xx 
Variant 2.14 2.33 2.38 322 3.32 3.33 4.4 4.17 
Ratin B 
Greek Church Fathers 
Cyril-Jerusalem x (X) 
Eusebius, of Caesarea xia 
Irenaeus Xlat 
Origen Ker, Slat lat xlat Xerl2lat lat 
Severian x 


vi. Various other early authors or writings have not been included in this chart because they 
offer no witness of significance for the critical apparatus of the UBSGNT*. This is also stated on p. 
34* of the UBSGNT*. 
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Variant 4.18 4.44 5.17 517 5.33 538 5.39 5.39a 
Ratin B 


Greek Church Fathers 

Cyril, of Alexandria x2 
Didymus x 
Eusebius, of Caesarea >. « 
Nestorius x 
Origen xe lat 
Peter-Alexandria 


x 
Variant 5.39b 6.1 6.4 6.4 6.5 6.10 6.31 6.35 


Ratin, 


Greek Church Fathers 

Clement, of Alexandria x 
Diatessaron, of Tatian ».4 

Eusebian Canons X x 

Irenaeus Xiat Xlat Xlat 


Variant 6.48 7.7 7.100 = 7.41 7.11 7.19 7.28 = 7.32 
Ratin, A B A B B Cc B B 


Greek Church Fathers 

Diatessaron, of Tatian (X) x 
Didymus Xx 
Origen xis 


Variant 7.35 7.39 745 8.3 826 837 843 844 
Ratin 
Greek Church Fathers 
Amphilochius 

(John) Chrysostom 
Cyril, of Alexandria 
Diatessaron, of Tatian 
Origen 

Titus-Bostra 


(Xx) 
».4 


Variant 
Ratin 


Greek Church Fathers 

Cyril, of Alexandria ».4 
Diatessaron, of Tatian x 

Epiphanius ».¢ 
Gregory-Nyssa x 

Origen xvid Xilat 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke 
Latin Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1.28 1.35 1.46 1.66 1.74 211 
Ratin A A A A B A 
Latin Church Fathers 

Ambrose x4 (X) x 
Ambrosiaster x 
Augustine XS (X) X23 ».¢ 
Chromatius x 
Cyprian x 

Gaudentius X 
Jerome ».¢ x 
Priscillian x 

Quodvultdeus 

Variant 2.1/4 2.33 2.38 3.22 3.32 3.33 4.4 4.17 
Ratin A B A B B Cc B B 


Latin Church Fathers 

Ambrose (X) 

Augustine xrai x x Xx 
Gaudentius x 

Jerome xMis xi 

Variant S17 = 5.33 5.38 = 5.39 5.39a 


Ratin 


Latin Church Fathers 

Ambrose Xx 

Augustine Xx x 
Jerome x 

Variant 


Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrose 


Variant 
Ratin, 
Latin Church Fathers 


Ambrose x x 
Augustine x 
Variant 7.35 7.39 7AS 8.3 8.26 837 8.43 8.44 


Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrose 
Ambrosiaster 
Augustine 
Chromatius 

Jerome 


Variant 8.45 8.45 8.49 
Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 


Augustine 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Papyri Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


1.2 L110 1.23) 1.25126 2.5 2.16 2.18 2.18 2.19 2.24 
A B B A A 


Variant 


Papyri 

p74 xvid xvid 
Variant | 2.30 2.37 243 2.44 2473.1 36 3.14 3.21 3.22 3.22 3.25 
Ratin B A Cc A B Cc A B B Cc Cc 
Papyri : 

74 xvid xX xvid x x xvid X 
pg xvid 


Variant 4.1 4.6 4.8 4.10 4.12 4.24 4.25 4.33 5.3 516 5.17 


Variants | 5.28 5.29 5.32 5.33 5.37 = 5.39 6.3 6.7 7.16 7.17 7.18 


Ratin Cc A B B A A Cc B C B Cc 
Papyri 3 
133+58 xvid 
74 xX xvid x xX x x x 
Variants | 7.19 7.38 746 85 810 818 824 836 8.39 
Ratin C B B C A B A A A 
Papyri 
p45 xX X 
74 x xX xX x x xX 

Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 

Uncial Evidence (UBSGNT*) 

Variant | 1.20 111 1.23) 11.250 «2.26 2.5216 218218219 2.24 
Ratin A A A B B B A A A A 
Uncials 
NOI xX xX x xX xX xX x x xX 
A02 xX xX x x X X X 4 x xX x 
BO3 x X xX xX xX X xX X X xX xX 
C04 xvid x xX x* X (X)X*) X xX x xX xX 
DOS x! x! (X) 
E08 X xX X (X) xX X x xX x 
[P024] x x x x X 
Y0d4 xX xX X xX x xX X xX x X 
076 xvid x xvid x 
09s xvid 
096 xX 


vii. 945, one of the most important papyri, and part of the Chester Beatty collection along with 
sp* and $47, is dated in the third century. This papyrus contains sizable portions of the Gospels 


and Acts 4.27-17.7. The Alands classify it as a category I manuscript in Text of the New Testament, 
pp. 98-99. 
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Variant 2.30 2.37 2.43 2.44 2.47-3.1 3.6 3. 


Cc A B C 


4 3.21 3.22 3.22 3.25 
B 


ax MD PR 
Pd Pd PM 
md Pd PS 


mm mM OM OO 


~ 
N 
a 
Mrmr Pm MK OOK 


A 
wz 


Variant 5 4,33 5.3 5.16 5. 
Ratin 
Uncials 
801 
A02 
BO3 
DOS 
E08 
[P024] 
W044 
0165 
0189 


Variant 5.28 5.2: 

Ratin C A 

Uncials 

Ol x2 x x 
x 
x 


w 
Pa, 
ww 
nN 
*& 
Co 
oS 
Pm 
is) 
A 


ie CoP 


(X) 


et ieee Lo 
xxx MM OM 
mK mM MO PR 


9 532 5.33 537 5.39 6.3 6.7 7. 
B B A A 


A02 

BO3 

C04 

DOS xX x* 

E08 x Xx x 

[P024] x x 

¥044 (X) 4 x x 
38 = 7.46 85 8 
B B 


* 


S 
a 
Se 
we 
‘o 


Variant 
Ratin 
Uncials 
801 
A02 
BO3 
C04 
DOS 
E08 
[L020] 
[P024] 
Y044 


x* 


> odode p> 
DED dD PS 


bed 
~ 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 


Minuscule Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


4 Dd Dd DES Od DM Dd Pe Dd Od Dd BS Bd 
D4 DOD PE DK OK Bd Dd Dd DE Oe bd Dd Pd Bd 
4 bd bd Dd Dd Ded bd Be Bd Dd Bd be Bd be 
WK PE bd bd Dd bd bd bo Bd bd bt Bd BS Bd Be 
Pe Dd PE Pd PS Pd Dd OS DCD DS 
Pe D6 PE Dd PS DC OK OS DES DS 


merc 


Pa PAM PS PR PS PG DS PS PS SS 


PR Pe PS PS PS PS OM Pe PG PM Pt PS PM Pd 


PE PS PS PS PS PS PK Pe PS PS PS PS PS PC PS 


2.44 247-3.1 3.6 3.14 321 3.22 3.22 3.25 
B Cc A B B Cc Cc 


A 


2.43 
Cc 


N 
ax 
nN 


Pa PS PR PS Pe PG 


xX 
x 
x 
x 
x 
(X*) 


PPS PE PS PS PO DS PM PG PG PS PS PS Pd Pt 


Pa PR PS PS PS PS PS PS PS PS PE PS PM Pe PS 


Fas rae 


PRPS PS PS PS PS PS Pd Pe Pe OE PS PS OS PM 


* ~ 


mm 


PEPE PG PG PR PS PS PM PS PS PS PS PS PM PG 
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Variant | 4.1 4.6 48 410 412 4.24 425 433 53 516 517 
i B B A Cc A 

x x xX x xvid X 
x xX Xx (X) x xX x 
xX xX 
xX x xX xX xX Xx 
xX xX x (X) X X X 
xX x x (X) xX x xX 
x x xX (X) xX X xX 
x xX xX xX X X 
xX x xX (X) xX 4 
x x x xX xX x X X 
xX X* xX xX xvid X x 
X x xX (X) (X) xX xX 
x X X xX X x 
xX Xx X x xX Xx 
x xX xX X X xX x 
28 §.29 5.32 5.33 5.37 5.39 3 67 716 717 7.18 
Cc B B 

Minusc. 

33 X 

36a X (X) x xX X xX x* xX 

181 xX X xX x X xX xX 

307 x (X) x X xX X xX 

453 X (X) x X X xX xX 

610 xX xX x x xX xX xX 

614 xX X x x 

945 xX X x X X X 

1175 X x x X X xX x 

1409 xX (X) X xX 

1678 x (X) xX xX x x 

1739 x xX X* x xX Xx 

1891 xX Xx x x xX Xx 

2344 Xx x xvid 

Variant | 7.19 7.38 746 85 810 818 824 836 8.39 

Ratin Cc A A 

Minusc. 

33 Xx xX X 

36a x x 

81 xX X x X 

181 4 xX x X x 

307 X x 

453 xX xX 

610 x x 

614 X X x 

945 Xx xX xX x 

L175 xX x xX x 

1409 x xX 

1678 X Xx 

1739 x xX xX xX 

1891 xX xX x x 

2344 xX x xX x x X 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Lectionary Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


1.2300 1.25 1.26 2.5 2.16 2.18 2.18 2.19 2.24 
B B B B A A A 


Variant 
Ratin, 
Lection. 
Lect. 
L165 
L680 
L1021 
L1178 
£1441 


X 


2.30 2.37 2.43 2.44 247-3.1 3.6 
B A Cc A B C 


Variant 
Ratin 
Lection. 


Lect. xXptAD X x XPLAD 

L60 xX 

L884 xX 

L1178 xX xX xX 
Variant 4.12 4.24 

Ratin A B 


Lection. 

Lect. x Xx x x 
L60 X 

L1178 Xx 

Variant 5.28 5.29 5.32 533 5.37 5.39 

Ratin Cc. A B B A A 


Lection. 

Lect. x Xx ».4 

L60 (X) x 

TA22 X 

L591 (X) Xx 

L597 (X) (X) 

L680 x 

L883 (X) (X) x 

L921 (X) 

L102] (X) 

L1154 (X) (X) 

L1178 x Xx x 
L1356 (X) 

L144] x 

L1977 (X) 

Variant 7.19 7.38 7.46 8.5 8J0 818 824 836 839 


Ratin 
Lection. 
Lect. 
L1178 


Cc B B Cc A B 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Old Latin Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1.2 Ll 1.23 1.25 1.26 2.5 2.16 2.18 


Nv 
Ly 
C0 
N 
Load 
‘o 
nN 
iN) 
a 


A B B A A A 
Old Latin 
irr xX X xX xX xX X X xX 
ite xX xX X xX X xX X x xX 
it4 (ea) x (X) 
igdem x xX xX xX x xX xX xX xX 
it® (a) xX X x (X) xX X xX xX 
itsig xX x (X) x 
itP (a) xX xX xX xX X xX x 
igPh xX xX xX xX x x x X 
it (a) xX x 
it?0 xX X xX xX xX xX x2 xX x 
irsa X xX 
it! (acpr) x Xx ».4 Xx Xx 4 x x 
it” (a) xX xX X X x xX X xX xX xX 
Variant | 2.30 3 43 2.44 247-31 3.6 314 3.21 3.22 3.22 3.25 
B A (3 A Cc B B Cc 
xX xX xX xX x xX x xX 
xX xX x x xX x xX X 
x x xX 
xX xX xX X xX x xX xX 
x xX x xX xX xX 
xX xX xX xX xX xX 
it (acr) xX xX 
itP (a) xX x x* X(*) xX 
itph x xX xX X x xX xX 
it’ (a) xX xX x 
itTo xX xX xX xX x xX 
it' (acpr) x x x 
it” (a) xX xX xX xX xX xX 
Variant 4.1 4.6 48 410 412 4.24 425 
B A A A B C 
xX xX xX xX xX (X) xX 
xX X xX X xX (X) xX 
xX xX xX x 
xX xX xX x (X) xX xX 
xX xX xX x 
xX xX (X) xX xX xX 
xX xX 
xX xme xX x2 (X) x* xX 
xX xX xX xX xX (X) xX 
xX x xX (X) xX 
it' (acpr) x x 
it” (a) xX xX xX (X) xX 
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29 5.32 5.33 5.37 5.39 6.3 7.18 
A B A A Cc Cc 
Old Latin 
inv x X x x x ».¢ 
ite ».¢ Xx xX x ».¢ 
it¢ (ea) x 
itdem x ».« x (X) x 
it? (a) x 
it8's xX 
it? (acr) x 
itP (a) >. 4 (X) 
itPh x xX x x x xX 
itT? xX ».¢ xX x xX 
it’ (a) x ».¢ xX X x x 
Variant 7.19 7.38 7.46 8.5 8.10 8.18 8.24 8.36 8.39 
i B B A B A A 
xX ».¢ xut 
xX x x x x 
>. 4 xX 
».¢ x >, 4 x x 
xX xX ».¢ x 
xX x x x xX 
».4 x x 
x x x ».4 x 
x x x 
X ».4 x (X) x 
it (acpr) 4 ».4 
it (a) Xx x ».4 ».4 ».4 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Vulgate Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1.2 Td1l 01.23) 1.25 1.26 2.5 2.16 2.18 2.18 2.19 2.24 
B B B 


vg Xx Xx x Xx x x Xx x Xx 


2.30 2.37 243 2.44 2.47-3.1 3.6 
B A Cc A B Cc 


Variant 
Ratin 
Vulgate 
v8 

vg 
vgst 


Variant 4.1 4.6 4.8 4.10 412 4.24 425 4,33 5.3 516 5.17 
A A B 
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Variant 5.28 5.29 5.32 5.33 5.37 5.39 6.3 6.7 716 7.17 718 


C A B A A aj B C B C 
Vulgate 
vg ».4 xX x X (xX)xmss 
yghw x Xx 
vgst x X 


Variant 7.19 7.38 7.46 8.5 810 8148 824 836 839 
A 


Ratin Cc B 
Vulgate 

vg Xx x »« x 
yg x 
yg 

vgs 


re ms 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Syriac Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1.2 lll 1.23, 125 1.26 22). 216 2.18 2.18 2.19 2.24 
A B B A 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Coptic Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant lll 123, 1.25 1.26 2:5: 2.36 218 2.18 219 2.24 
A A A 
Xx Xx X x 
x X MS) x x 

copes ».4 x x x 
Be 
A 
».4 
x 

cop™s x 
4.6 17 
A 

Coptic 

cop%4 x x 

cop*e x ».« 

copmes x x 

Variant | 5.28 5.29 5.32 5.33 5.37 5.39 6.3 6.7 7.16 717 7.18 


A 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Armenian Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


idl 123-0 1.25 1.26 2.5 2.16 2.18 2.18 2.19 2.24 
B B B B 


Variant 


2.44 2.47-3.1 3.6 
A B 


3.22 3.22 3.25 
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Variant 4.1 4.6 4.8 410 412 424 4.25 4.33 5.3 516 5.17 


Variant |} 5.28 5.29 5.32 5.33 537 5.39 6.3 6.7 7.16 717 7.18 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Ethiopic Evidence ( UBSGNT*) 


Variant 12 dl 123° 125 = 1.26 2.5 216 2.48 2.18 2.19 2.24 


Ratin A A A B B B B A A A A 
Ethiopic 

eth x ».4 X. x (X) (X) (X) x x Xx 
Variant | 2.30 2.37 243 2.44 247-31 3.6 3.14 3.21 3.22 3.22 3.25 
Ratin B A Cc A B C A B B Cc Cc 
Ethiopic 

eth 4 (X) xX 4 ».4 X 

Variant 4.33 

Ratin, C 

Ethiopic 

eth x x x x (X) x ».4 4 

Variant | 5.28 5.29 5.32 5.33 5.37 5.39 6.3 6.7 7.16 7.17 7.18 
Ratin Cc A B B A A C B Cc B C 
Ethiopic 

eth x (X) X x x Xx ».4 
Variant 


Ratin, 
Ethiopic 
eth 
ethPP 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Georgian Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1.2 1dl 1.230 1.25 1.26 2.5 216 2.18 2.18 2.19 2.24 
Ratin, A B B B B A A 
Georgian 

geo >, ¢ x x >, « Xx »,« x Xx x », 4 
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Variant | 2.30 2.37 243 2.44 2.47-3.1 3.6 3.14 3.21 3.22 3.22 3.25 


Ratin B A Cc A B C A B B C Cc 
Georgian 
geo x x », ¢ X x X Xx 
Variant 4.1 4.6 4.8 4.10 4.12 4.24 4.25 4.33 5.3 S16 5.17 
Ratin, B A B A A B C C B B A 
Georgian 
geo ».¢ x xX x (X) x X 
Variant 5.28 5.29 5.32 5.33 5.37 5.39 6.3 6.7 7.16 7.17 7.18 
Ratin Cc A B B A A C B C B C 
Georgian 
geo x x Xx xX 
Variant 7.19 7.38 7.46 8.5 8.10 8.18 8.24 8.36 8.39 
Ratin a B B Cc A B A A A 
Georgian 
geo x x >. 4 

Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 

Greek Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT*) 

Variant 1.2 111 1.23 1.25 1.26 25: 2.16 2.18 
Ratin, A A A B B B 
Greek Church Fathers 
Basil, the Great x x Xx 
(John) Chrysostom x x xX Xx 4 X 
Cyril-Jerusalem x Xx 
Didymus Xx 
Epiphanius ».4 
Eusebius, of Caesarea x Xx (X) 
Nestorius x 
Proclus ».¢ 
Ps-Dionysius 
Ps-Ignatius x 
Severian Xx 


Theodoret, of Cyrrhus x34 
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Variant 218 2.19 2.24 2.30 2.37 2.43 2.44 2.47-3.1 
Ratin A A A B A B 


Greek Church Fathers 

Asterius, Sophist xX 

Athanasius, of Alexandria 

Basil, the Great x 

(John) Chrysostom ».¢ ».4 x Xiem xX 
Cyril, of Alexandria 
Cyril-Jerusalem 
Didymus 

Eusebius, of Caesarea 
Gregory-Nyssa 
Hippolytus Xx 
Irenaeus Xlat 
Ps-Athanasius 

Severian x 

Theodotus-Ancyra 


* 
* 
aia 


* 

» 
> 
* 


Variant 3.6 3.14 3.21 3.22 3.22 3.25 4.1 4.6 
Ratin Cc A B B Cc C B A 


Greek Church Fathers 

Basil, the Great x 

(John) Chrysostom x x x x x 
Cyril, of Alexandria x x 

Didymus X, Xdub 

Eusebius, of Caesarea xX 

Irenaeus Xia Xiat Xiat 
Origen xX K9r3/4 lat 
Severian x 
Theodoret, of Cyrrhus 

Theodotus-Ancyra 


Variant 4.8 4, 
Ratin 
Greek Church Fathers 


O 412 4.24 4.25 4.33 5.3 5.16 
B Cc Cc 


(John) Chrysostom 


Xx 

I 

A 
Athanasius, of Alexandria x x 
Cyril, of Alexandria x x 


Cyril-Jerusalem X 
Didymus Xdub X,dubl/2 
Epiphanius x24 
Gregory-Nyssa xX 
Hesychius, of Jerusalem x 

Irenaeus Xia (Xiat) —Xiat 
Marcellus, of Ancyra > 4 
Origen xeklat 
Orsiesius Xiat 


9 $32 5.33 5.37 5.39 6.3 
B B A A 


Variant S17 $5.28 = 5.2 
Ratin A (6 A 
Greek Church Fathers 

Basil, the Great x x x 
(John) Chrysostom X x x 
Cyril, of Alexandria x1 

Didymus xdub 

Eusebius, of Caesarea x 


Appendix IV 255 


Variant 6.7 7.16 7.17 7.18 7.19 7.38 7.46 8.5 
Ratin, B C B B 


Greek Church Fathers 
(John) Chrysostom xX X 
Cyril, of Alexandria x 


Variant 810 818 824 836 839 
Ratin 
Greek Church Fathers 


A 
Apostolic Constitutions x X 
(John) Chrysostom ».¢ 
Didymus Xiat 
Trenaeus Xiat 

Origen Xx 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts 
Latin Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


1.2 1d] 1.23 1.25 = 1.26 
A B B 


216 2.148 
B A 


Variant 
Ratin, 


Latin Church Fathers 

Augustine x76 x (X) 

Gaudentius (X) 

Hilary Xx 

Jerome x x x 
Quodvultdeus xi2 

Variant 218 2.19 2.24 2.30 2.44 2.47-3.1 
Ratin A A A B 


Latin Church Fathers 
Bede 

Jerome 

Victorinus-Rome, Marius 


w 
a 


Variant 31/4 3.21 3.22 3.22, 3.25 4.] 4.6 
Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrose 

Chromatius 

Cyprian 

Hilary 

Jerome 

Lucifer, of Calaris 
Maximus, of Turin 
Priscillian 
Quodvultdeus 


Pd PPS PP IO 
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5.16 
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Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrose 
Ambrosiaster 
Augustine 
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Cyprian 
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Hilary 

Lucifer, of Calaris 
Quodvultdeus 


(X)  (X) xX 


A 


> w& 
© 
a 
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Variant 
Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrosiaster 

Bede 

Lucifer, of Calaris 


5.17 5.28 5.29 5.32 5.33 5.37 
A 


C 
x 
xX 


7.16 7.17 
C B 


Variant 
Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 


810 818 8.24 
A B A 


Variant 
Ratin 


Latin Church Fathers 

Ambrose x 

Jerome xi2 
Rebaptism (De Rebaptismate) x 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Papyri Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


i 1.13 LdIS 129 1,3] 2.16 3.7 3.12 3.22 3.25 
Variant Ld 1.7 a 2 : i : x 3 


A 
Xx 
xvid 


027 xvid xvid 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Uncial Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


LIS 129 131) 2.16 3.7 3. 
A Cc A 
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oy 
ba 
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viii. Once again, several papyri listed in this chart are important because of their early date. p40 
contains portions of the first nine chapters of Romans and is given a third-century date. Although it 
is described by the Alands as ‘carelessly written’ it still maintains a category I rating in light of its 
age. $946 preserves portions of Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, 
Colossians, 1 Thessalonians, and Hebrews. It too is a category I manuscript, and like $945 and p47, 
one of the famous Chester Beatty papyri. $46 is one of the earliest manuscripts we have to date 
(around 200 CE). And finally $2? contains portions of chs. 8 and 9 in Romans. It is dated in the 


third century and like the other papyri listed here, is given a category I rating by the Alands in The 
Text of the New Testament, pp. 97-99. 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Minuscule Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


3 LIS 129 L131 2.16 3.7 3120 3, 
C A Cc 


Leal 

“I 

~ 
ba 
ie) 
w 
is) 
ka 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Lectionary Evidence (UBSGNT 4) 


1d 1.7 113° 115) 1.290 «1.31 2.16 3.7 3.12 3.22 3.25 
A A Cc A C B Cc B C 


Variant 
Ratin 
Lection. 
Lect. 
L60 
L593 
L596 
L598 
L599 
L603 
L617 


415 4.19 4.19 
B Cc Cc 


Variant 
Ratin 
Lection. 


Leet. xX >.< x XPtAD x > « 
L598 x 

L599 x 

Variant 6.8 6.11 6.12 7.14 7.18 7.20 7.22 7.25 81 8.2 8.11 
Ratin A A B A B Cc A B A B B 
Lection. 

Lect. x Xx X x 

L59 xi 
L147 x2 
L596 ».¢ x 
L921 x2 
L1298 x 
L1365 x 
L1441 x12 
L1590 x2 
Variant 8.21 8.23 8.24 8.24 8.26 8.28 8.34 8.35 8.38 

Ratin A A B A B Cc A 


Lection. 


Lect. x x x x x 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 


Old Latin Evidence (UBSGNT*) 
Variant | 1.1 L7 413) NS) 1.29) 1.31 2.16 3.7) 3.12, 3.22, 3.25 
A A A Cc B Cc B 
ira xX x x xX xX X 
it? (p) x x x xX 
it4 (p) x xX 4 D4 
ite xX x 
itmon x (X) xX x xX X 
it? (p) x x x x 
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Variant | 3.28 41 411 415 419 419 422 51 5.2 5.6 6.4 
B B C B Cc C C 
x 
x 
xX x 
xX x 
xX x 
xX x* x xX 
it? (p) x x xX 
Variant | 6.8 611 612 7.14 7.18 7.20 7.22 7.25 81 82 8.11 
i A A B A B C B B B 
irr x x x xX 
it? (p) xX x x x x xX 
it4 (p) xX x x? xX x x* 
itl (p) x x x x x x 
it8 xX xX x x x x 
itmon x x x xX x* 
it? (p) X ».4 ».¢ xX 
it” (p) x 
Variant | 821 823 824 824 826 828 834 835 8.38 
i A 


B A 
x x 
x x 
x X 
x x 
x xX 
xX 4 
xX xX 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Vulgate Evidence (UBSGNT 4) 


Variant Ld 1.7 113° 115) 1.29 1.31 2.16 3.7 3.12 3.22 = 3.25 
Cc A Cc C B 


Variant 3.28 4.1 4.11 415 419 419 4.22 5.1 5.2 5.6 6.4 


Ratin Cc Cc C 

Vulgate 

vg x x Xmss Xmss Xx xmss x 
vgWw 


re OX 


vgst 
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Variant 6.8 611 612 7.14 7.18 7.20 7.22 7.25 81 8.2 8.11 


Ratin A B Cc A 

Vulgate 

vg Xx x x »« 

vg x 

vgst x 

Variant | 8.21 823 824 824 826 828 834 835 838 
i B A B Cc A A 

vg x x x ».¢ x 

vg », 4 

vgst X 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Syriac Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1d 1.7 213° 11S 1.29 1.31 2.16 3:7 3.12 3.22 3.25 
i C A C C B 


xX 
syr?t x x xX x xX x 
23 8.28 834 835 8.38 
A B C A A 
xX x xX 
X xX x xX xX 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Coptic Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Ld 17 1.13 TIS 1.29 1.31 2.16 3.7 312 3.22 = 3.25 
A A Cc A C 


A 
x. Sey OX xms 
x x <% 
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Variant | 3.28 4.1 411 415 4.19 419 4.22 Sl 5.2 5.6 6.4 
B B C Cc Cc 
Coptic 
cop“4 x x x x xX xmiss 
cop’ xX (X) X X xX xX xX 
copfay 
Variant 6.8 611 612 7.14 7.48 7.20 7.22 7.25 81 8.2 8.11 
i B A 
x 
cop Xx 
Variant | 8.21 823 824 824 826 828 834 835 8.38 
i A 


A 
4 Xx 
x x 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Armenian Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant Ld 17 £130 115) 1.290 «131-216 3.7 3.12 3.22 3.25 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Ethiopic Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Ld 1.7 1.13 115 1.29 1.31 2.16 
B A A A Cc A Cc 


Variant 
Ratin 
Ethiopic 
eth 
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Variant 
Ratin 
Ethiopic 
eth 


Variant 
Ratin 


Ethiopic 

eth x xX x > 4 (X) x 
Variant 8.21 8.23 824 824 826 8.28 

Ratin A A B B A B 


Ethiopic 
eth 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Georgian Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant Ld L7 213 215) 1.29 «1.31 2.16 3.7 3.12 3.22 3.25 


Ratin B A A A Cc A C B C B C 
Georgian 

geo x x ».¢ x 

geo! xX 

Variant | 3.28 4.1] 411 415 419 419 4.22 5.1 5.2 5.6 6.4 


Ratin Cc Cc 

Georgian 

geo x x Xx x 
geo” x 


Variant 
Ratin 
Georgian 
geo 

geo! 


6.8 6.11 612 7.14 7.18 7.20 7.22 7.25 8.1 8.2 8.11 
A A B A B Cc 


Variant 
Ratin, 
Georgian 
geo 

geo! 


geo" 


6.21 823 824 824 826 828 834 835 838 
A A B B A B 


266 Textual Optimism 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Greek Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Ll 17 1.13 LIS 129 1.31 2.16 HVA 
B A A A C A 


Variant 
Ratin, 
Greek Church Fathers 
Basil, the Great 

(John) Chrysostom 
Trenaeus 

Origen 

Theodore, of Mopsuestia 
Theodoret, of Cyrrhus 


X23 gr, lat Xlat xilatl/2 xlati/2 (X) 


Variant 3.12 3: 
Ratin 
Greek Church Fathers 


x 
22 3.25 3.28 4.1 4.11 415 4.19 
B 
Apollinaris, of Laodicea Xx 
x 
X 


B C B 


(John) Chrysostom Xlem 
Clement, of Alexandria 

Cyril, of Alexandria (X) 
Cyril-Jerusalem x 
Didymus xX 

Hesychius, of Jerusalem xin 

Origen xlat x lat5/6 xlat = xerlem xlatl/3— ylat6/7_ xgrlatl/3 
Severian x 

Theodoret, of Cyrrhus Xlem 


6.4 6.8 6. 


Variant 
Ratin, 
Greek Church Fathers 

Basil, the Great 

(John) Chrysostom 

Cyril, of Alexandria 
Cyril-Jerusalem 

Didymus 

Epiphanius 

Eusebius, of Caesarea 
Gregory-Nyssa 

Marcion according to 
Tertullian/Origen/Adamantius/Epiphanius 


xe Xiat xlat2/5 Xiat Xerlat 


rigen 
x 8 lat3/4 Wilds) 


Theodore, of Mopsuestia 


Theodoret, of Cyrrhus x 
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Variant 6.12 7.14 7.18 7.20 7.22 7.25 81 8.2 
Ratin B A B _C A 
Greek Church Fathers 

Athanasius, of Alexandria x 
Basil, the Great ».« 
(John) Chrysostom x 
Clement, of Alexandria 
Cyril, of Alexandria x xem com 
Didymus x 

Diodore 

Epiphanius 

Eusebius, of Caesarea 
Gregory-Nyssa x 

Marcion cording to x 
Tertullian/Origen/Adamantius/Epiphanius 

Methodius x x x 
Nilus 

Origen X(enlat yer, lat Xiat xlat 


re re 


xX 
x18 
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xx MM OX 
>> 


mm 
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Theodore, of Mopsuestia x x 
Theodoret, of Cyrrhus Xx 4 
2 
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1 823 824 824 $826 828 8.34 
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Variant 81 

Ratin B 

Greek Church Fathers 

Apollinaris, of Laodicea x 

Athanasius, of Alexandria Xx 
x 
».4 


Basil, the Great 
(John) Chrysostom 
Clement, of Alexandria 
Cyril, of Alexandria xX 
Cyril-Jerusalem Xx 
Didymus xlatl/2 x 

xdub 
Epiphanius xX xl 
Eunomians 
Eusebius, of Caesarea X Xx 
Gregory-Nyssa x (X) 
Hesychius, of Jerusalem 
Hippolytus : x 
Macarius/Symeon x 
Marcellus, of Ancyra Xx 
Methodius xin 
Origen 
Ps-Athanasius x 
Severian 
Theodore, of Mopsuestia 
Theodoret, of Cyrrhus 


ms 
re Om DK DK OO 
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90 
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8.38 
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Variant 
Ratin; 
Greek Church Fathers 
Amphilochius 

Athanasius, of Alexandria 
Basil, the Great 

(John) Chrysostom 


>< od Sod bd pe fom 


Cyril, of Alexandria x 

Cyril-Jerusalem 

Didymus xls 

Diodore X 

Eusebius, of Caesarea xI4 x 

Hesychius, of Jerusalem xX 

Macarius/Symeon x28 
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Methodius 4 

Origen Xerlat  yxgnlat 
3/Lxdub 2(2)/19 

Proclus XxX 

Severian x 

Theodoret, of Cyrrhus »« 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans 
Latin Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1d 1.7 21300 £15) 1.29 1.31 2.16 3.7 
Ratin B A A A 

Latin Church Fathers 

Ambrose x23 »4 

Ambrosiaster x ».4 

Augustine xoi4 x x X x 
Gildas x 

Lucifer, of Calaris X 

Pelagius ».¢ x xX 

Rebaptism (De Rebaptismate) x 
Victorinus-Rome, Marius X 

Variant 3.12 3.22 3.25 

Ratin B C 


Latin Church Fathers 


Ambrose Xx X 
Ambrosiaster ».¢ xX x 

Augustine xX x7 x X230 
Julian-Eclanum x 
Pelagius x x 


Primasius 
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4.19 4.22 5. 
Cc Cc A 


Variant 
Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrose 
Ambrosiaster 
Augustine 

Bede 

Chromatius 

Hilary 
Julian-Eclanum 
Pacian 

Pelagius 

Speculum 

Tertullian 


x 
x x 
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Latin Church Fathers 
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Bede 
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835 8.38 
A A 


Variant 
Ratin 


Latin Church Fathers 

Ambrose x7 
Ambrosiaster x 
Augustine X2425 (K5/8) 
Cyprian Xx 
Gaudentius x 
Gregory-Elvira x 

Hilary xis 

Jerome x67 X16) 
Lucifer, of Calaris Xx 

Novatian x 

Pelagius x Xx 
Quodvultdeus xl2 
Tertullian x 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of I Peter 
Papyri Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 17 1.8 19 132 1.22 1.22 2.3 2.19 2.19 2.2] 2.21 
A B 


Papyri 
p72 


Variant 5. 


ix. 9972 is another vital papyrus that makes up part of the Bodmer collection, along with P%, 
$72, and 9975. It contains the Epistles of Peter and Jude in their entirety. This papyrus is dated 
around the late third or early fourth century and although containing what the Alands call 
‘peculiarities’, it is rated a category I manuscript. See K. and B. Aland, The Text of the New 
Testament, p. 100. 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of I Peter 
Uncial Evidence (UBSGNT*) 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of I Peter 
Minuscules Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant | 17 £8 19 212 122 122 23 219 219 22) 22) 
A A C Cc A Cc A 
x x x x x 
x x x X x x 
x x x x x x x 
x x x x x x x 
x x X x x 
x x x x xX x X 
X x x x 
x x x x x x 
x x xX x x x 
x x x x x X 
x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x x x 
1852 x x x x 
1881 x x x x x 
2138 x x x X 
2298 X x x x x 
2344 x x x x x 
2464 x X x x x 
Varian | 2.25 3400 3.7) 3.7 BBA BLAS 38.16.18 3.183.211 
i Cc B B A A A A B Cc A 
x x x x x x x 
x x K x 
x x x x x x 
x x x X x x 
436 x x x xX 
945 x x x x x 
1067 x xX X x 
LI75 x x x x xX x x xX 
124] x 4 x X x x X x 
1243 x x x x x x x 
1292 x xX x x 
1409 x x xX x 
1505 xX x x x 
1611 x X x x x X 
1735 x x x x x 
1739 x x x X x x x x 
1852 x xX x x x x x x 
1881 x x x x x x x x 
2138 4 X x x x x 
2298 x x x x x x 4 
2344 x x x x x x 
2464 Xx x x x x x x 
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Variant 5.3 5.10 5.10 
i A Cc 
(X) x x 
x x x x X 
xX xX x x X 
xX 4 X x x 
x x xX 
(X) xX x 
xX xX X 
xX x 4 xX 
(X) KX (Xfsic]) X xX 
(X) x xX xX xX 
(X) x x Xx 
x x x 
x xX xX x 
(X) x xX 4 
(X) xX X 
xX xX xX x xX X* 
X xX xX xX xX x 
(X) xX x xX xX 
(X) xX x 
xX xX xX xX 
2344 dq xvid x x x 
2464 x xX x xX xX 
Variant | 5.31 5.13 Sd4 5.14 
Ratin, A A A A 
Minusc. 
81 x xX 
322 x xX 
323 xX x 
436 xX 
945 xX xX 
1067 x 
1175 xX x 
1241 x x 
1243 x X 
1292 x X 
1409 Xx 
1505 Xx x 
1611 xX x 
1735 4 
1739 X x 
1852 X xX 
1881 x X 
2138 x 
2298 Xx X 
2344 X xX 
2464 xX 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of I Peter 
Lectionary Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


17 18 19 1120 1.22, 1.22 2.3 2.19 2.19 2.21 2.21 
A A Cc Cc A Cc B B B A 


Variant 
Ratin 


Lection. 

Lect. x x Xx ».¢ x 

L751 xX 4 

LIIS9 x 

Variant 3.15 3.16 3.18 3.18 3.21 


Ratin A A Cc A 


Lection. 
Lect. 
L590 
L591 
L592 
L593 
LS96 
L883 
L884 
L921 
L1154 
LIIS9 
L1178 
L1364 
L144] 


mm 


(Xx) 


re od 


5100 5.11 
B B 


4.1 4.14 4.14 
A A A 


Variant 
Ratin 
Lection. 
Lect. 


xptAD =X x x 


L147 
1422 
£590 
L592 
L596 
L895 
L1IS9 
L1298 
L1365 
L144] 


rt 


x 


Pere PS PSM 


x 


SII S13 5.14 5.14 
A A A A 


Variant 
Ratin 
Lection. 
Lect. 
L1298 
L1365 


x 4 


m4 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Old Latin Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 17 1.8 19 Li2 122 1.22 2.3 219 2.19 2.21 2.21 


A C Cc A Cc B B A 
Xx Xx Xx Xx 
x Xx 
Xx Xx 
it' (acpr) xX x (X) 
it’ (e) x x x ».« 
ité x x x x 
Variant 2.25: 31 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.14 3. 316 318 3.18 3.2] 
i c 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Vulgate Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


L7 18 Lg W220 41.22) 1.22 2.3 219 2.19 2.21 2.21 
A A Cc c A Cc _B B B A A 


Variant 
Ratin 


Vulgate 

v8 

ve »4 
vast Xx X 
Variant | 2.25 3.1 3.7 3.7 3.8 314 315 3.16 3.18 318 3.21 


Ratin, 
Vulgate 
v8 


B Cc B B A A A 


A B Cc 
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Variant 4.1 414 4.14 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.8 510 5.10 
i A A C 


Variant | 521 5.13 5.14 5.14 
Ratin 
Vulgate 


vgst 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Syriac Evidence ( UBSGNT*) 


Variant 1.7 1.8 1.9 112 1.22. 1.22 2.3 2.19 2.19 
B B B 


x 
: ; 3.8 3.14 315 3.16 318 
Cc B B A A A A B 
x 
».4 


A A 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Coptic Evidence (UBSGNT 4) 


Variant L7 1.8 Lg 112 1.22 1.22 2.3 2.19 2.19 


5.10 
B 


2.21 


Variant 4.1 4.14 4.14 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.8 510 510 5.10 
Rating A A A Cc A A Cc A Cc B B 
Syriac 

syrP (X) (X) xX (X) 
syrh (X) X = _xwiths 
Variant | S11 = 5.13 5.14 5.14 


S11 


SL 


2.21 
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Variant | 5.11 5.13 5.14 5.14 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Armenian Evidence (UBSGNT 4) 


Variant 1.7 1.8 19 112 1.22, ——-1.22 2.3 2.19 2.19 2.21 2.21 
B B 


B 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Ethiopic Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


17 1.8 19 2120 1.22, 1.22 2.3 
A A Cc c A C B 


Variant 
Ratin 
Ethiopic 
eth 


Variant 
Ratin 


2.25 3.1 3.7 3.7 3.8 314 3.15 316 318 3.18 3.21 


Ethiopic 

eth 

Variant 4.] 4.14 4.14 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.8 510 5.10 5.10 5.11 
Ratin A A A C A A Cc A C B 


Ethiopic 
eth 


S11 5.13 
A A 


Variant 
Ratin 
Ethiopic 
eth 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Georgian Evidence (UBSGNT‘) 


Variant 1.7 18 19 212 1.22 1.22 2.3 2.19 2.19 2.21 2.21 
Ratin A 


Georgian 

geo x Xx Xx x x x ».¢ 
Variant 2.25 3.1 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.14 31S 3.16 318 318 3.21 
Ratin B C B B A A A A B C A 


Georgian 

geo x xX xX x x (X) x 
Variant 4.1 4.14 4.14 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.8 510 510 510 S11 
Ratin, A A A C A A C A C B B 
Georgian 

geo x x >.4 x x x Xx 


Variant 
Ratin 
Georgian 
geo 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Greek Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 17 1.8 19 1.12 1.22 1.22 23. 2.19 
Ratin Cc C 


Greek Church Fathers 
Ammonas 

Clement, of Alexandria 
Cyril, of Alexandria x 

Didymus x 
Irenaeus Xxiat 

Origen x 


xiat x 


Variant 2.19 2.21 2.21 2.25 ad 3.7 3.7 3.8 
Ratin 


Greek Church Fathers 

(John) Chrysostom xX 

Clement, of Alexandria x 
Cyril, of Alexandria x18 

Eusebius-Emesa x 

Ps-Dionysius x 


Variant 
Ratin 
Greek Church Fathers 
Clement, of Alexandria 
Cyril, of Alexandria 
Didymus 

Isidore, of Pelusium 
Nestorius 

Origen 
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Variant 
Ratin, 
Greek Church Fathers 
Clement, of Alexandria 
Cyril, of Alexandria 
Cyril-Jerusalem 
Didymus 

Eusebius, of Caesarea 
Origen 

Theodoret, of Cyrrhus 


xdub 
(X) 4 xdub 


xms 
xX (X8ti/6) 


S11 5.13 5.14 5.14 
A A A A 


Variant 
Ratin 
Greek Church Fathers 
Cyril-Jerusalem 


xdub 


Eusebius, of Caesarea xX 
Origen ».¢ 
Principal Manuscript Evidence in the Five Chapters of 1 Peter 
Latin Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT*) 
Variant 1.8 
Ratin 


Latin Church Fathers 

Augustine x x2 

Jerome x 

Varimadum x 

Variant 2.19 2.21 2.21 2.25 3.1 3.7 3.7 3.8 
Ratin B A A B C B B A 


Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrose 

Augustine 

Cyprian 

Jerome 

Pelagius 
Quodvultdeus 
Speculum 

Tertullian 
Varimadum 


Variant 3.14 3. 
Ratin 

Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrose 

Augustine 

Cyprian 

Jerome 

Niceta 

Tertullian 
Varimadum 

Vigilius 

Variant 4.14 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.8 510 5.10 5.10 
Ratin 

Latin Church Fathers 
Augustine 

Cyprian 

Hilary 

Jerome 

Speculum 

Tertullian 


x34 
(X) 


5 316 318 3.18 3.21 4.1] 4.14 
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Variant 
Ratin, 
Latin Church Fathers 
Cassiodorus 


Sil 0 5.110 5.13 5.14 5.14 
B A A A A 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Papyri Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 15 16 18 1.15 2.7 2.20 2.22 2.22 3.5 4.11 5.6 
A Cc A B A 


Variant 5.9 54100 5.10 5.13 6.1 6.2 6.3-4 6.5 6.5 6.7 6.8 


A A B B 
Variant 6.17 
Ratin A 
Papyri 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Uncial Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant 15 1.6 1.8 115 2 2.20 2.22 2.22 3.5 4.11 5.6 
Ratin 


Cc A B A A B A 


A 

Uncials 

NOI x2 
XxX 
X 


x x x x* x xX 


x 

xX 

x 

x ».¢ 
6.1 

B 


A02 
C04 
[P024] 
P025 


mt 
tal 
~*~ 
m~ x 


Variant 
Ratin 
Uncials 
NO] 
A02 
C04 
[P024] 
P025 


a 
~~ MK 
rs PS OS 
~s 
~~ mK 
7 


Variant 
Ratin, 
Uncials 
801 
C04 


x. 918, containing Rev. 1.4-7, is significant in that it is dated as early as the third or fourth 
century. The Alands list it as a category I manuscript in The Text of the New Testament, p. 97. 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Minuscule Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


2.7 2.20 2.22 2.22 
B A A 


LS 


Land 
n 
~ 
oe 
hw 
i 
wa 


Variant 
Ratin 
Minusc. 
205 
209 
1006 
1611 
1841 
1854 
2050 
2053 
2062 
2329 
2344 
2351 


mK bad 
~r M tad 
PSPS Pd Pd 


iv) 
Wa 


0 3.13 6.1 


an 
N 
nN 


Variant 
Ratin, 
Minusc. 
205 
209 
1006 
1611 
1841 
1854 
2050 
2053 
2329 
2344 
2351 


be ls pd Dd Pd Dd Bd Dt Dt pd Dd Dd 


DS bd bd bd De 
Dd Pd bd od bet § 
Pd bd bd dod ft 8 de be pe 


x 


Pid PP PP dd dd od dd TO: 
ta 


rd 
ro PPP 


a 


Variant 
Ratin, 
Minusc. 
1611 
1854 
2053 
2329 
2344 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Lectionary Evidence (UBSGNT#) 


There are no Lectionary manuscripts cited in the first eight chapters of Revelation within the 
UBSGNT*4. 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Old Latin Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant LS 1.6 18 215 27 2.20 2.22 2.22 35 4.11 5.6 
Ratin A Cc A Cc A B A B A 
Old Latin 
iar x X xX xX xX 
irsig xX x Xx xX x xX 
it" (acr) xX X X 
it! (acpr) x Xx Xx x x 
Variant 510 510 513 61 6.2 6. 6.7 
A A B B B B 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Vulgate Evidence (UBSGNT 4) 


Variant 15 1.6 1.8 115 2.7 2.20 2.22 2.22 3.5 4.11 5.6 
c Cc A B A A B A 


Variant 
Ratin 
Vulgate 
3 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Syriac Evidence (UBSGNT 4) 


Variant 1.5 1.6 18 LIS 2.7 2.20 2.22 2.22 3.5 4.11 


“ 
a 


Cc A B A A B A C 
Syriac 
syrPh x x x Xx x Xx 
syrht Xx ».4 x Xx Xx Xx 
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Variant 5.10 $5.10 5.13 6.1 3 ; 6.8 
A A B B B B 
».4 x xX x ».4 
x x x x x ».4 


Variant 6.17 


A 
X 
Xx 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Coptic Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant L5 1.6 18 115 2.7 2.20 2.22 2.22 3.5 4.11 5.6 


Variant 6.17 
Ratin A 


Coptic 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Armenian Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant LS 1.6 18 115 2.7 2.20 2.22 2.22 3.5 4.11 5.6 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Ethiopic Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


15 1.6 1.8 115 2.7 2.20 2.22 2.22 3.5 4.11 
A C A C A B A A B 


Variant 
Ratin 


Ethiopic 

eth x xX ».¢ (X) x xX 

Variant 59 5.10 510 5.13 6.1 6.2 6.3-4 6.5 6.5 6.7 6.8 
Ratin B 

Ethiopic 

eth Xx (X) x Xx 

Variant 6.17 

Ratin, A 


Ethiopic 
eth 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Georgian Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


There are no Georgian manuscripts cited in the first eight chapters of Revelation within the 
UBSGNT*. 


Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Greek Church Father Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


Variant LS 1.6 1.8 115 2.7 2.20 2.22 2.22 
Ratin Cc A C 

Greek Church Fathers 

Andrew, of Caesarea Xx x Xx ».4 ».4 

Didymus X 

Epiphanius 

Variant 3.5 4.11 5.6 5.9 5.10 5.10 5.13 61 


Ratin 


Greek Church Fathers 

Andrew, of Caesarea . xX ».¢ 
Clement, of Alexandria xvid 

Hippolytus x 

Trenaeus Xiat 

Variant 6.2 6.3-4 6.5 6.5 6.7 6.8 6.17 

Ratin B B B B B B A 


Greek Church Fathers 
Andrew, of Caesarea 
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Principal Manuscript Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation 
Latin Church Fathers Evidence (UBSGNT*) 


15 1.6 1.8 115 2.7 2.20 
A Cc A Cc A B 


Variant 
Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 
Ambrose 
Ambrosiaster 
Apringius 

Beatus 

Cyprian 

Primasius 

Tertullian 

Tyconius 

Varimadum 
Victorinus-Pettau 


pd rs 
rad 


re 


1 5.6 5.9 5.10 5.10 
Cc A A A 


Variant 
Ratin 
Latin Church Fathers 
Apringius 

Beatus 

Cassiodorus 

Cyprian 

Fulgentius 
Gregory-Elvira 
Primasius 

Tyconius 


Variant 6.2 6.3-4 
Ratin B B 


ms 


Latin Church Fathers 
Fulgentius x 
Primasius (X) 


Manuscripts Not Cited in the Principal Manuscript Evidence Charts 


The following list contains manuscripts that have not been cited in the previous Principal 
Manuscript Evidence charts. They have not been included because 1) the citation is too detailed to 
record within a chart, and 2) the particular manuscript cited is not a principal witness. 


Luke: Acts: Romans: 1 Peter: Revelation: 

e 1,35 slav e1.2 slav 1.7 slav e 1.7 slav © 1.6 Byz [046] 

¢ 1.46 (slav) e1.11 slav 1.13 slav e1.8 slav e 1.8 Byz [P 046] 
e 1.66 slav ¢ 1.23 slav 1.15 slav e1.9 slav © 2.22a Byz [P 046] 
2.11 slav © 1.26 slav e 3.12 slav e 1.22 slav e 2.22b Byz [P 046} 
¢ 2.33 slav 2.5 slav e411 slav ©2.19a slav 04.11 Byz/ 

3.22 slav ©2.16 slav © 4.19 slav © 2.19b slav Apringius mss 4¢.to 
© 4,17 slav ¢2.18a slav © 4.22 slav e 3,7 [AD Primasius 

05.17a e¢2.18b slav © 5.1 ByzPYslav 3.8 slav ©5.6 Byz [046)/ 
(A* illegible) ©2.19 slav 05.2 slav © 3.14 slav Maternus 

@5.17b slav 2.24 slav/Greek © 6.4 slav e 3.21 slav °5.10a Byz [046)/ 
© 5.39 slav mss 8c. to Bede °6.8 slav 04.1 slavms Maternus 

© 5.39b slav © 2.37 slavAAD 6.12 slav 04.14 ByzPt ¢5.10b Maternus 
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Luke: 
© 6.4a 
© 6.4b 
© 6.10 
© 6.35 
e711 
7.35 
© 7.45 


© 8.26 
Origen/Titus-Bostra 


@ 8.37 miss acc. to 
Origen/Titus-Bostra 
8.43 slavmss 

¢ 8.44 slav 

© 8.49 syrh with*, pal 


slav 
slav 
slav 
slav 
slav 
slav™ss 


slav 
mss acc. to 


Acts: 

© 2.43 (LectP*) 
e 2.44 slav 

¢ 3.6 slav 

e 3.14 slav 

© 3.22a Byz?t 

© 3.22b slav™s 
© 3.25 slav™s 
4.1 slav 

© 4.6 slav 
4.10 slav 
e412 slav 
04.24 2495 

e 5.3 slav/Greek 
msace. to Bede 
e5.17 slav 
5.28 slav/Greek 
msacc. to Bede 

¢ 5.29 (slav)iAD 
e 5.39 slav 
6.7 slav™s 
©7.18 slav 
7.19 slav 

© 8.24 slav'ms) 


Romans: 
© 7.18 Greek mss 
acc. to Augustine 


8.11 slav/Greek 
mssacc. Ps-Athanasius 


8.21 slav™s/ 


Clementfm Theodotus 


e 8.23 slav 
© 8.24 slav 
© 8.28 slav 
© 8.38 slav 


Textual Optimism 


1 Peter: 

5.2 slav 

e5.3 slav 

e5.10a slav 
¢5.10b slav 

5.13 slav/ 
Origen®€c. to Eusebius 


5.14 slav 


Revelation: 
© 6.3-4 Byz/ 
[P 046} 


APPENDIX V 


Percentages Showing Important Manuscripts in 
Selected Portions of the UBSGNT* 


Appendix V is based upon the collation of manuscripts in Appendix IV. This 
appendix also acts as the direct foundation of the ‘High Percentage Manuscript 
Groupings’ charts in Chapter 2, Section 4. However, these charts provide more 
information and greater detail. For example, the charts in Section 4 only list manu- 
scripts that occur above 70 percent of the time in A, B, C, or D rated variants within 
a given book and given chapters. These charts list all manuscripts that are cited in a 
given book and given chapters. As in Appendix IV, the charts included here list 
manuscripts in the first eight chapters of Luke, Acts, Romans and Revelation, and 
the entirety of First Peter. Like Appendix IV, only manuscripts that are recorded in 
the first variant option (i.e. the variant reading that appears in the UBSGNT* text) 
are listed here. The manuscript types that are recorded follow the same progression 
as in the previous appendix: papyri, uncials, minuscules, lectionaries, Old Latin 
versions, Vulgate versions, Syriac versions, Coptic versions, Armenian versions, 
Ethiopic versions, Georgian versions, Greek Father quotations, and Latin Father 
quotations. 

In contrast to the other charts presented here, this set is perhaps the most difficult 
to understand. By following the ‘Rating’ row (the ‘Quality’ row, located above the 
Rating row, simply reminds the reader that A and B rated variants have a higher 
degree of certainty, while C and D rated variants have a lower degree of certainty) 
horizontally across the page, from left to right, one can see that every letter-rating (A, 
B, C, and D) is recorded. Listed directly under each rating is the number of total 
particular letter-rated variants that occur in the given book and chapters. For example, 
in the first eight chapters of Luke, there are 18 total A rated variants, 26 total B rated 
variants, 7 total C rated variants, and no D rated variants. This accounts for 51 total 
variants in the first eight chapters of Luke (the ‘Rating’ row will function in a similar 
manner within each specific book that is presented, however, the figures will change 
from book to book). 

Underneath the ‘Rating’ title the specific type of manuscript being dealt with is 
listed. Below the manuscript type a vertical list of all the witnesses that have been 
cited in the given book and chapters are recorded (this is the far left column). Each 
witness is represented by a horizontal column. Therefore, by following a straight line 
from left to right, information concerning any listed manuscript can be gained. 
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Underneath each of the A, B, C, and D rated variants headings, there are three 
vertical columns, ‘COL I’, ‘COL 2’, and ‘COL 3’. Each column represents the iden- 
tical type of statistic under each group of rated passages. 


e COL 1 indicates the number of times that a manuscript occurs in all the A rated 
variants, B rated variants, C rated variants, and D rated variants, respectively. 
One would explain this column in the following manner: Manuscript X occurs 
in 17 out of a possible 18 A rated variants in the first eight chapters of Luke. 

e COL 2 indicates the percentage that a given manuscript occurs in A, B, C, or D 
rated variants. This column simply takes the number recorded in COL J and 
divides it by the total number of A, B, C, or D rated variants.! All percentage 
numbers listed as 70 percent and over appear in bold type. This is to help the 
reader distinguish between more and less frequently cited manuscripts. It is this 
column that provides the information given in the ‘High Percentage Manuscript 
Groupings’ charts in Chapter 2, Section 4. One would explain this column in 
the following manner: Manuscript X occurs in 94 percent of all the A rated 
variants cited in the first eight chapters of Acts. 

e COL 3 indicates the percentage that a given manuscript occurs in an A, B, C, or 
D rated variant, compared with its occurrence in the other three letter-rated vari- 
ants. This column is calculated by dividing COL J figures by COL 4 figures. 
One would explain this column in the following manner: Manuscript X occurs 
in 41 out of a total 51 rated variants in the first eight chapters of Luke. It occurs 
as an A rated variant 41 percent of the time, as a B rated variant 49 percent of 
the time, as a C rated variant 10 percent of the time, and as a D rated variant 
0 percent of the time. Thus accounting for 100 percent of its occurrences. 

e COL4 (located at the far right margin) indicates the total number of variants that 
have the particular manuscript cited as a witness. Or, one could say it indicates 
the total number of times a given manuscript is cited in the given book and 
chapters. It is calculated by adding all four A, B, C, and D COL 1 figures 
together (the box in the top right hand corner records the total number of vari- 
ants in a particular book and chapters, calculated by adding all A, B, C, and 
D rated variants together). One would explain this column in the following 
manner: Manuscript X is cited in 41 out of 51 variants in the first eight chapters 
of Luke. 


Examples 


Codex Sinaiticus (80J) will act as our example. It is listed as an uncial manuscript 
and is initially located in the first eight chapters of Luke (as seen in the chart entitled 
‘Percentages Showing Important Uncial Manuscripts in the First Eight Chapters of 
Luke [UBSGNT*‘]’). If one locates this manuscript in the extreme left hand column, 
and follows a horizontal line from left to right, the following data can be determined. 


i. As in previous percentage charts listed in this monograph, these figures have been either 
rounded up or rounded down based on the first decimal place. 
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COL 1 figures will be dealt with first. Under the ‘A Rated Variants’ heading there are 
18 total A rated variants in the first eight chapters of Luke. Under ‘COL 1’, beneath 
the ‘A Rated Variants’ heading, 801 is cited in 17 of these 18 variants. Under the 
‘B Rated Variants’ heading there are 26 total B rated variants in the first eight 
chapters of Luke. Under ‘COL 1’, beneath the ‘B Rated Variants’ heading, 8O/ is 
cited in 20 of these 26 variants. Under the ‘C Rated Variants’ heading there are 7 
total C rated variants in the first eight chapters of Luke. Under ‘COL 1’, beneath the 
‘C Rated Variants’ heading, 801 is cited in 4 of these 7 variants. And finally, under 
the ‘D Rated Variants’ heading there are 0 total D rated variants in the first eight 
chapters of Luke. Under ‘COL 1’, beneath the ‘D Rated Variants’ heading, 801 is 
cited, obviously, in no D rated variants. Adding together the number of all A, B, C, 
and D rated passages that are listed in the first eight chapters of Luke gives the total 
number of rated variants that occur as a whole (18 [A] + 26 [B] + 7 [C] + 0 [D] = 51 
total variants in Luke 1-8). By adding all four COL J figures together, we arrive at 
our COL 4 figure. This records the total number of variants (out of 51 in Chapters 1- 
8 of this particular book) that have 80J cited as a witness (17 [A-COL/] + 20 [B- 
COLI} + 4 [C-COLI] + 0 [D-COLI] = 41 out of 51 variants have NOJ cited. 

Under ‘COL 2’, beneath the ‘A Rated Variants’ heading, 8O/ occurs in 94 percent 
of all the A rated variants in the first eight chapters of Luke (17 [COL/] + 18 total 
A rated variants = 0.944 or 94%). Therefore: 1) 8OJ seems to be an important 
A rated witness, and 2) the UBSGNT editors likely have a high regard for NOJ in 
determining A rated variants. Under ‘COL 2’, beneath the ‘B Rated Variants’ 
heading, 801 occurs in 77 percent of all the B rated variants in the first eight chapters 
of Luke (20 [COL1] + 26 total B rated variants = 0.769 or 77%). Therefore: 1) 8O/ 
seems to be an important B rated witness, and 2) the UBSGNT editors likely have a 
high regard for NOJ in determining B rated variants. Under ‘COL 2’, beneath the 
‘C Rated Variants’ heading, NOJ occurs in 57 percent of all the C rated variants in the 
first eight chapters of Luke (4 [COL1] + 7 total C rated variants = 0.571 or 57%). 
Because C ratings have a lower degree of certainty, and because C rated variants 
often do not include as many manuscripts, or as high a quality of manuscripts such 
as A and B rated variants, they tend to not be as useful in establishing conclusions. 
Under ‘COL 2’, beneath the ‘D Rated Variants’ heading, 801 occurs in 0 percent, or 
no D rated variants. 

Under COL3, beneath the ‘A Rated Variants’ heading, the figure 41 percent is 
given (17 [COL1] + 41 [COL4] = 0.414 or 41%). Under COL3, beneath the 
‘B Rated Variants’ heading, the figure 49 percent is given (20 [COLI] + 41 [COL4] 
= 0.487 or 49%). Under COL3, beneath the ‘C Rated Variants’ heading, the figure 
10 percent is given (4 [COLI] + 41 [COL4] = 0.097 or 10%). Under COL3, beneath 
the ‘D Rated Variants’ heading, the figure 0 percent is given (0 [COLI] + 41 [COL4] 
= 0.0 or 0%). Therefore, 80] occurs in 41 out of a total 51 rated variants in the first 
eight chapters of Luke; SOI occurs in A rated variants 41 percent of the time, B rated 
variants 49 percent of the time, C rated variants 10 percent of the time, and D rated 
variants 0 percent of the time, thus reaching 100 percent of its total occurrences. 
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Percentages Showing Important Papyri Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


51 total 


variants 
in Lk. 1-8 


B Rated Variants 
26 Possible Total 


0 


ii. | Numerous papyri will be footnoted throughout the papyri evidence charts because of their 
early age and importance to textual criticism. Both $4, containing various portions of the first six 
chapters in Luke, and 9975, containing large sections of Luke and John, are significant (at least from 
the view of external evidence which is partially concerned with the age of manuscripts) in that they 
are dated from the third century with {)75 given a very early third-century date. The Alands list both 
papyri as category I manuscripts in The Text of the New Testament, pp. 96-101. 
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Percentages Showing Important Uncial Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 51 total 


Rating | A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
18 Possible Total) | (26 Possible Total) | (7 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) \in Lk. 1-8 


# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 
41 
17 
misfit [ore os poe tse [a Lore oe LO LO 47 
co4 | 4 | 22% | 44% | 3 | 12% 133%] 2 | 29% | 22%] 0 _| 9 
DOS |_ 7 | 39% | 44% | 7 | 27% [44% | 2 | 29% | 13%} 0 | 0 16 
E07f" | 9 [50% | 50% | 7 | 27% | 39% | 2 | 29% | 11%] 0 | 18 
Foo] | 6 | 33% | 60% |_ 3 | 12% 130% {_1 (1 14% | 10% | 0 | 10 
Gollj]| 6 {33% {50% | 5 119% 142%] 1 [14% | 8% | 0 | 0 12 
HO13]|_ 8 | 44% | 47% |_7_| 27% | 41% [_2 | 29% [12% | 0_| 17 
Lo19 ele lae Lister laect se Lise] oom [Oe 39 
No22]|_ 0 [| 0% | 0% | 2 { 8% |67%| 1 | 14%| 33% 0 | 0% | om | 3 
P024] | 3 | 16% | 60% | 1 | 4% [20%] 1 | 14%] 20%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 5 
0026 i 1 
wo32_| 18 [100%] 47% |_17 | 65% | 45% |_ 3 | 43% | 8% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 38 
A037 Ss Ea 17 
6038 | 7 | 39% | 39% | 9 | 35% | 50% | 2 | 29%) 11%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 18 
=040 39% | 44% | 7 | 27% 144% | 2 | 29% | 13% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 16 
Yoda | 11 [61% | 65% | 5 | 19% [29%] 1 114% | 6% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 17 
070__ | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 4% }100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 
079 6% 1100%|_ 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% 1 
0130_| 1 | 6% [50%] 1 | 4% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% [0% | 2 
0177__|_ 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 4% |100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0%} om] 1 
0233 3 17% | 50% | 2 8% | 33% 1 15% | 17% { 0 0% { 0% 6 


iii. Manuscripts placed in brackets are uncials that have a Byzantine text. These manuscripts 
would be cited following the group symbol Byz, as indicated in the footnotes on p. 904 of the 
UBSGNT4. 
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Percentages Showing Important Minuscule Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 51 total 


Rating | A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
18 Possible Total) | (26 Possible Total) | (7 Possible Total, 0 Possible Total) jin Lk. 1-8 


Minusc.|COL ICOL 2}COL 3)|COL I}COL 2|COL HCOL I\COL 2\COL 3}COL I\COL 2ICOL 3| COL4 
#of | %in | %as | #of | Din | Mas} #of | Min | Gas | #of | % in| Bas # of 
i A |Ato|times}] B |Bto|times| C |Cto|times| D | Dto | variants 
in A | vrnts JB,C,D] in B | vrnts [A,C,DI in C | vrnts [|A,B,D] in D | vrnts J|A,B,C} with ms 
asa 
witness 


1 | 10_| 56% | 43% |_10_| 38% | 43%] 3 | 43% | 13%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 23 
13 _ | 8 [44% | 38% | 9 | 35% 143% | 4 157% {19% | O | 0% | 0% | 21 
1 Pt | 6% | 50%] 1 | 4% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 1 0%] 0% | 2 
28_ | 9 {50% [53% |_ 6 | 23% 135% [ 2 | 29% | 12% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 17 
33__ | 10_| 56% | 50% | 6} 23% | 30% | 4 157% | 20% | 0 _| 0% | 0% | 20 
157__ | 9 | 50% | 33% | 14 | 54% 152%] 4 | 57% | 15% |_O_ | 0% | 0% | 27 
180__ | 9 | 50% | 50% |_7 [27% [39% | 2 | 29% | 11% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 18 
205 | 9 50% 1 45%] 8} 31% | 40% | 31 43% | 15%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 20 
565__ | 11 | 61% | 55% | 7 127% [35%] 2 | 29% | 10% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 20 
579 | 14 178% | 47% | 13_[ 50% | 43% | 3_ 1 43% | 10% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 30 
597__ | 9 | 50% | 50% |_ 7 [27% 139% | 2 | 29% | 11%] _0_ | 0% | 0% | 18 
700__ | _12_| 67% | 48% |_12_| 46% | 48% | 1 | 14% | 4% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 25 
892__| 12 | 67% | 52% | 10 | 38% 143%] 1 | 14% | 4% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 23 
1006__| 9 | 50% | 50% |_7 | 27% | 39% | 2 | 29% | 11%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 18 
1010_|_9 | 50% | 53% |_6 | 23% | 35%] 2 [29% | 12% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 17 
1071_ | 7_ 139% | 58% |_ 4 | 15% 133%] 1 | 14% | 8% | O | 0% | 0% | 12 
1241 |_13_ 172% | 41% |_17_| 65% | 53% |_ 2 | 29% | 6% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 32 
1243 | 7_ 1 39% | 47% |_6 | 23% | 40% | 2 | 29% [13%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 15 
1292 | 9 | 50% | 53%} 6 | 23% 135% | 2 | 29%] 12%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 17 
134212 | 67% | 52% |_8 | 31% | 35% |_3_| 43% | 13% |_ 0 | 0% | 0% | 23 
1424 | 9 [50% | 56% | 6 | 23% 138% | 1 | 14% | 6% | O | 0% | 0% | 16 
1505 | 8 [44%] 47%[ 7 [27% [4%] 2 J29%}12%] 0 | 0% fo% | 17 
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Percentages Showing Important Lectionary Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants SI total 
Rating | A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
18 Possible Total) | (26 Possible Total) | {7 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) tin Lk. 1-8 


Lection.\COL HCOL 2\COL 3}COL IICOL 2|COL HCOL ICOL 2}COL 3}COL I|COL ACOL 3} COL4 
#of | %in | Sas | #of | Sin | Gas| #of | Sin | %as | #of | Vin] Zas # of 

A |Atojtimes} B | Bto |times} C variants 

in A | vrnts {B,C,D} in B | vrnts jA,C,D] in C | vrnts |A,B,D] in D | vrnts J|A,B,C!] with ms 

vints asa 

witness 

| 9 | 50% | 50% | 7 | 27% 139% | 2 | 29%] 11% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
1 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 4% |100%] 0 | 0% [| 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 4% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
1 | 6% $100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 4% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 6% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 4% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


| | 0% | 0% | 1 | 4% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 [0% [ox] 1 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% 


iv. The ‘Lect’ symbol represents the reading of the majority of the lectionaries selected, 
together with the text of the edition published by Apostoliki Diakonia, Athens. This is explained on 
page 50* of the UBSGNT‘. 

v. Throughout these charts the regular small-cap letter ‘l’, generally used as the lectionary 
symbol, is replaced with the capital letter ‘L’. 
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Percentages Showing Important Old Latin Manuscripts in 
the First Eight cee of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


51 total 
variants 


|S] 28% [33% | 6 [23% [40% | 4 [57%] 27%|_ 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 10 _[ 56% | 43% | 10 [38% [43% | 3 | 43% | 13%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 


| 9 [50% | so% | 6 | 23% [33%] 3 | 43% | 17% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| it [6% [so%] 1 [4% [50% | o | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 9 [50% | 47% | 7 [27% {37% | 3 | 43% | 16% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


| 6 | 33% | 40% | 8 | 31% [53%] 1 114% | 7% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 10_| 56% | 48% | 7 | 27% 133%{| 4 [57%] 19%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 8 [44% | 42% | 8 131% [42%] 3 | 43% | 16% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 8 [44% | 42% | 8 | 31% 142%] 3 | 43% | 16% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_1 | 6% [100%] 0 | 0% [om | o | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
CN ee Se ee ee ES 


Percentages Showing Important Vulgate Manuscripts in 
the First Eight i le of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


SI total 
variants 
in Lk. 1-8 


variants 

with ms 
asa 

witness 


| 9 | 50% | 38% | 11 | 42% | 46% | 4 157% 17% [0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 4% |i00%] o | 0% Tom [0 [0% | 0% | 
pe Se Po Be ae tf ae Tet Ot om f Ome | 


vi. When two manuscripts with identical lettering or numbering are listed in the Old Latin 
evidence chart, they are distinguished by placing the contents of each manuscript within brackets. 
The abbreviations are as given in the section entitled ‘Principal Manuscripts And Versions Cited In 
The Textual Apparatus’, beginning on p. 903 of the UBSGNT* (this information is also often 
included in a small pamphlet provided by the United Bible Society and placed inside their 
UBSGNT). The particular abbreviations are as follows: e-Gospels; a-Acts; p-Pauline Epistles; c- 
Catholic or General Epistles; and r-Revelation. 
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Percentages Showing Important Syriac Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


51 total 
variants 


# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 


| 6 | 33% [35%] 11 | 42% [65% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|| 0% | 0% | 3 | 12% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 9 1 50% | 53% | 6 | 23% | 35% | 2 | 29% | 12% [ 0 | 0% | 0% | 
ee a A ee 
19 


Percentages Showing Important Coptic Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Averag ge or Stronger Variants Below Averag 


e or Weaker Variants 51 total 


variants 
in Lk. 1-8 


# of 
variants 


asa 


witness 
16 | ame | aoe | 19 [rae 180% | 3 am | me OL OT Oe 38 
cop? 13. | 72% | 41% | 14 | 54% | 44% 71% | 18% 32 


Percentages Showing Important Armenian Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 51 total 
variants 
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Percentages Showing Important Ethiopic Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


g g 51 total 
A Rated Variants i variants 
18 Possible Total i in Lk, 1-8 


Percentages Showing Important Georgian Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


51 total 


variants 
in Lk, 1-8 


A Rated Variants 
18 Possible Total 


asa 
witness 


| 10_ | 56% | 56% | 7 | 27% | 39% | 1 | 14% | 6% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|__| 0% | 0% | 2 | 8% |100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0% [0% [ 0 [0% [0% 


Percentages Showing Important Greek Father Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*)¥i 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 51 total 
Rating A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants } variants 
18 Possible Total) | (26 Possible Total) | (7 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) in Lk. 1-8 


Greek Church Fathers ‘OL ACOL FCOL NCOL ACOL3ICOL IICOL ‘OL ACOL 3 COL4 
#of | % in | Mas | #of | Min | Gas | #of | % in as | #of | % in | %as # of 

i A |Ato|times| B |B to /times] C i D | Dto | variants 

in A | vrnts JB,C,D] in B | vrnts [A,C,D] in C | vrnts DD] in D | vrnts JA,B,C} with ms 

vrnts asa 

witness 
Amphilochius | 2 | 11% |100%| 0 [0% | om | 0 [om |om | o [om | omy] 2 
Apollinaris, of Laodicea 100%} 0 | 0% [0% | 0 [om [om]! o [ow fom] 1 
John) Chrysostom | 2 [11% [100%] o | 0% | om | o [om [om | o fowloxm] 2 
Clement, of Alexandria | 2 [11% [67% | 1 | 4% [33%] 0 | 0% | om | 0 [0% [0% | 3 
Cyril, of Alexandria 11% 5o% | 0 [0% [om | 0 [om ]ow] 4 
ril-Jerusalem | 3 | 17% | 75% |_ 1 | 4% | 25%] 0 | 0% | om |] o | om ]o% | 4 
Diatessaron, of Tatian | 3 | 17% | 38% | 5 | 19%] 63%] 0 | 0% | om | o | om] om | 8 
Didymus | 4 | 22% | 80% | 1 | 4% 120%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | om | 5 
Epiphanius | 2 [11% | 67% | 1 | 4% 133%] 0 | 0% | om | 0 | om tom | 3 
Eusebian Canons | 2 | 11% [100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | om | 0 | 0% [0% | 2 
Eusebius, of Caesarea 17% | 60% |_2 | 8% |40%]| 0 [0% | 0m | 0 [om]om] 5 
Gregory-Nyssa | 3 _| 17% | 60% | 2 | 8% [40%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 5 
Hesychius, of Jerusalem | 2 | 11% 100%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 [0% | 0% | 0 | 0m] om | 2 
Trenaeus | 5 | 28% | 83%] 1 | 4% | 17%] O | 0% | 0%} 0 10%) om] 6 
John-Damascus 12 | 11% J100%{_ 0 | 0% | 0% | Oo | om | om] 0 fom] om] 2 
Marcus-Eremita {1 | 6% [100%] o | 0% [om | o | om | om | 0 [om {om} 1 
Nestorius | t | 6% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | o | 0m | 0% | 0 [om {om | 1 
Origen | 6 | 33% | 40% | 9 [35% [60%] 0 | 0% | 0m | 0 | 0% | 0% | 15 
Orsiesius 100%|_0 | 0% | 0% |] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0%] 1 
Peter-Alexandria 17% |100%| 0 J] 0% | 0% | 0 [0% | 0% | 0 | 0%} Om] 3 


vii. Various other early authors or writings have not been included in this chart because they offer no witness of significance for the critical 
apparatus of the UBSGNT‘. This is also stated on page 34* of the UBSGNT*. 


Important Greek Father Evidence (cont.) 


Ps-Dionysius 
us 
1O 


jt | 6% [100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 6% | 50% | 1 | 4% |50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Theodoret, of Cyrrhus | 2} 11% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 [0% | 0% | 2 0% | 0% 


Titus-Bostra 0 0% 0 


Percentages Showing Important Latin Father Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 51 total 


Rating A Rated Variants D Rated Variants | variants 
18 Possible Total, 0 Possible Total) yin Lk. 1-8 
Latin Church Fathers COL 4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 
Ambrose 14 
Ambrosiaster 2 
Augustine 15 
Chromatius 2 
Cyprian 1 
Gaudentius 100% 2 
Jerome 14% | 13% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 8 
Priscillian |i | 6% | 100% | | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 
Quodvultdeus 1 6% [100% 0 0% {| 0% 1 
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Percentages Showing Important Papyri Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 53 total 


A Rated Variants B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
21 Possible Total) \ (20 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total) | Actsl-8 


COL 2}COL 
B |Bto 


#of | Min | Mas | #of | Win | Has 
times| A _ j} A to | times 


|_3_| 14% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
19 [90% | 56% | 11 [55% | 32%] 4 | 33%] 12% {| 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 0 


Percentages Showing Important Uncial Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 
variants 


A Rated Variants B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants D Rated Variants 
21 Possible Total) |(20 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total) | Acts1-8 


COL NCOL 2\COL 3}COL I\COL 2\COL 3COL I\COL 2\COL 3\COL IICOL ACOL 3} COL4 
#of | %in | Gas | #of | Sin | Mas| #of | Zin | Sas | #of | Sin}; Bas # of 

B |Bto}times| C | Cto|times| D | Dto | variants 

in A | vrnts |B,C,D{ in B j vrnts JA.C,D} in C | vrnts |A,B,D} in D | vrnts JA,B,C} with ms 
vrnts asa 


53 total 


witness 


| 21 [100%] 47% | 16 | 80% | 36% | 8 | 67% | 18%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 21 [100% | 47% | 17_| 85% | 38% |_7 | 58% | 16% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 20 | 95% | 44% | 17 1 85% 138% | 8 | 67% | 18% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| i5_ [71% [50% | 11 | 55% 1 37%| 4 | 33% | 13%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_5_| 24% | 29% |_9 | 45% 153% | 3 | 25% | 18% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 15 [71% | 58% | 6 | 30% | 23% |_ 5 _| 42% | 19% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 3] 14% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 14 | 67% | 58% | 5_ | 25%] 21% | 5 | 42% | 21%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 18 | 86% | 58% | 7 | 35% 123%] 6 | 50% | 19% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 3 | 14% [75%] 1 | 5% [25%] 0 [0% [ 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% | 33%] 1 | 5% [33%] 1 | 8% [33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| O_| 0% | 0% | 1 | 5% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 3 | 14% | 60%| 2 | 10% {40% | 0 | 0% [ 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


2 
2 


viii. $945, one of the most important papyri, and part of the Chester Beatty collection along with 
sp46 and $947, is dated in the third century. This papyrus contains sizable portions of the Gospels 
and Acts 4.27-17.7. The Alands classify it as a category I manuscript in The Text of the New 
Testament, pp. 98-99. 
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Percentages Showing Important Minuscule Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapiers of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


53 total 
variants 
Acts1—8 
COL4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 


| 17 [81%] 65% [7 [35% [27% [ 2 117% | 8% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 16 [76% | 52% | 8 | 40% [26% | 7 | 58% | 23%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Vis [74% [52% [9 [45% [31% [5 | 42% [17% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 19 [90% [56% | 7 [35% [21% 8 | 67% | 24%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Pi7_[ 81% [53%] 8 | 40% [25%] 7 | 58% [22%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Y17_ [81% [52%] 8 [40% [24% [8 | 67% | 24% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 16 [76% [52% | 8 [40% [26% | 7 | 58%} 23%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 17 [81% [61% | 7 [35% [25% | 4 | 33% | 14% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 17 [81% [52% | 7 [35% [21% | 9 175%] 27% 0 | 0% | 0% | 
P21 [100%] 50% | 14 | 70% 133% | 7 | 58% | 17% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 18 [86% | 62% | 7 [35% [24% | 4 | 33% | 14% [ 0 | 0% | 0% | 
[17_| 81% | 55% | 7 | 35% [23%] 7 | 58% | 23% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
17 | 81% | 50%] 8 | 40% [24% | 9 175% | 26% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
AT a 


Percentages Showing Important Lectionary Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


53 total 
variants 
ActsI-8 
COL 4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Averag ge or Weaker Variants 


Lection. 


| 14 | 67% | 61% | 5 | 25% [22% | 4 | 33%) 17%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Pt | 5% | 25% | 2 | 10% [50%] 1 | 8% 125%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|i | 5% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 { 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| O | 0% | 0% | 1 | 5% _{100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
LO | 0% | 0% | 1 | 5% [50%] 1 | 8% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| it | 5% | 50%] 1 | 5% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% 150% | 1 | 5% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
p} 5% | 33% | 1 | 5% 133%] 1 | 8% 133%] 0 | 0% [0% | 
|_1_ | 5% _|100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% [ 0% | 
|__| 5% }100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% [ 0% | 
| 2} 10% |100%] 0 | 0% | 0% {| 0 | 0% [0% To | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% | 50%] 0 | 0% | om | 1 | 8% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 4 | 19% | 36% | 2 {10% | 18% | 5 | 42% [45%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | O {0% | o~ | 1 | 8% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
tS So 4 Se Se | fe Toe TO Pom fom | 
8% |100% 
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Percentages Showing Important Old Latin Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*4) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 53 total 


A Rated Variants B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants \ variants 
‘21 Possible Total) |(20 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total, 


pis [71% | 47% | 13 | 65% [41%] 4 | 33% | 13%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 18_| 86% | 50% | 13 | 65% [36%] 5 | 42%| 14%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 5 | 24% | 38% | 6 | 30% [46% | 2 | 17% | 15%] _0 | 0% | 0% | 
[18 | 86% | 49% | 14 | 70% 138%] 5 | 42% | 14% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 13_| 62% | 54% | 6 | 30% [25% | 5 | 42% | 21% | _ 0 | 0% | 0% | 
P 9 [43% [38% | 9 | 45% [38% | 6 | 50%] 25% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


| 13 | 62% | 50% | 7 | 35% 127% | 6 | 50% | 23%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
P19 190% | 53% | 13 | 65% [36% | 4 | 33%| 11%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
p_4 | 19% [44% { 3 | 15% 133%] 2 | 17% 122% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
19 [90% | 51% | 13 | 65% | 35% | 5 | 42%| 14% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Pi | 5% [50%] 1 | 5% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 
| 9 | 43% | 56% | 6 | 30% {38%} 1 | 8% | 6% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
16 [76% | 44% 7 0 0% 


Percentages Showing Important Vulgate Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 
variants 


A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants D Rated Variants 
21 Possible Total) | (20 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total) | Acts1—8 


Vulgate }COL IICOL 2}COL 3\COL I}COL 2|COL ACOL I\COL 2iCOL 3|}COL I|)COL ACOL 3| COL4 
#of | % in | Mas | #of | Sin | Sas| #of | Sin | Vas | #of | Min] Bas # of 
B 


53 total 


B to |times} C 
in A | vrnts |B,C,D] in B | vrnts JA,C,D] in C 


|_17_ | 81% | 49% | 14 | 70% 140% | 4 | 33%] 11%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
gj 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 8% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
guy | 2 | 10% | 50%] 1 | 5% [25%] 1 | 8% | 25%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 

1 1 0 
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Percentages Showing Important Syriac Manuscripts in 
the First Eight esas of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


53 total 
variants 
ActsI-8 
COL 4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 


B Rated Variants 
20 Possible Total 


| 13 [62% [50%] 9 [45% [35% | 4 | 33%] 15%{ 0 | 0% | 0% | 
a 
30 


Percentages Showing Important Coptic Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


53 total 
variants 
Acts]-8 
COL4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 


Above Averag ge or Stronger Variants Below Averag ge or Weaker Variants 


Rating 


Coptic 


| 18 | 86% | 44% | 15 175% 137% | 8 | 67% | 20% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_17_ | 81% | 47% | 14 | 70% | 39% |_5_| 42% | 14% | _ 0 | 0% | 0% | 
a ES 


Percentages Showing Important Armenian Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants 


Below Average or Weaker Variants 


g 53 total 
variants 
Acts1-8 
COL4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 
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Percentages Showing Important Ethiopic Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


Below Averag 53 total 
variants 


Acts1-8 

‘OL 2\COL 3|COL I|COL 2COL 3} COL4 

% in| Yas | #of | Gin] Has # of 

Cc C to |times| D | Dto | variants 
in A | vrnts [B,C,D] in B | vrnts [A,C,D} in C | vrnts |A,B,D] in D | vrnts JA,B,C] with ms 

asa 

witness 

| 16_| 76% | 46% | 12 | 60% | 34% | 7 | 58% | 20%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
ethPP 0 0% | 0% 0 0% | 0% 0 0% |} 0% 


Percentages Showing Important Georgian Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 53 total 
variants 


A Rated Variants B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants D Rated Variants 
21 Possible Total) | (20 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total) | Acts1-8 


‘OL HCOL 2\COL 3|COL INCOL 2|COL COL INCOL 2\COL 3\COL IICOL ACOL 3} COL 4 
% in| %as} #of | %in | Mas | #of | Din] Was # of 
i B 


B to |times} C D | Dto | variants 
in A | vrnts ]B,C,D] in B | vents JA,C,D] in C | vnts |A,B,D] in D | vrnts JA,B,C} with ms 
asa 
witness 


Percentages Showing Important Greek Father Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


Quali 
Rating 


Greek Church Fathers 


Apostolic Constitutions 
Asterius, Sophist 
Athanasius, of Alexandria 
Basil, the Great 

John) Chrysostom 
Cyril, of Alexandria 
Cyril-Jerusalem 
Didymus 

Epiphanius 

Eusebius, of Caesarea 
Gregory-Nyssa 
Hesychius, of Jerusalem 
Hippolytus 

Irenaeus 

Marcellus, of Ancyra 
Nestorius 

Origen 

Orsiesius 

Proclus 

Ps-Athanasius 
Ps-Dionysius 
Ps-Ignatius 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 


A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants 
21 Possible Total) | (20 Possible Total) \ (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total 


| 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0% | 1 | 8% | 33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 5% | 11% | 2 117% | 22%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|17_ [81% | 59% | 6 | 30% 121%] 6 | 50% | 21%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_5_ | 24% | 56% | 3 | 15% 133%] 1 | 8% | 11%] O | 0% | 0% | 
| 2 | 10% | 50% | 2 | 10% 150% | 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 


5 


| 5_| 24% | 63% [3 | 15% 138%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% | 50%] 1 | 5% 150%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 4 | 19% | 57% |_ 2 | 10%] 29%| 1 | 8% | 14%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
jt | 5% | 50% | 1 | 5% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 8% |100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|i | 5% |100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 2 | 10% | 25% | 1 | 5% [13%] 5 142% | 63%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|0 | 0% | o% | 1 | 5% [100%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% |100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
pt | 5% [25%] 1 | 5% 125%] 2 117% | 50% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 8% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| i | 5% |100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 
| i | 5% _]100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | Oo | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 
} 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 5% }100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 
| i | 5% j100%} 0 | 0% | 0%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | O% | 


53 total 
variants 

Acts 1-8 
COL4 


asa 
witness 


raft fe fm fr fe fr fe fo fs raf at foo fm fro [2 fous fra 


Important Greek Father Evidence (cont.) 
| 2 | 10% | 50% | 1 | 5% [25%] 1 | 8% [25%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 


Severian 


Theodoret, of Cyrrhus 11 | 5% [50%] 0 [0% | om] 1 | 8% [som 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Theodotus-Ancyra 2 0 0% 0 0% | 0% 0 0% | 0% 2 


Percentages Showing Important Latin Father Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 53 total 
21 Possible Total) | (20 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total) | Acts 1-8 
Latin Church Fathers ‘OL 2KCOL 3COL 1 OLACOL 3) COL4 
#of | %in | %as | #of | Min | Mas | #of | %in | Was | #of | in| Was # of 
i A_ | Ato | times i D | Dto] variants 
in A | vrnts {B,C,D] in B | vrnts [A,C,D[ in C | vrnts [A,B,D] in D | vints [A,B,C] with ms 
asa 
witness 
Ambrose | 0% [0% | 5 
Ambrosiaster | 0% _| 0% _| | 0% | 0% | 2 
Augustine 10% | 0% {| 6 
Bede | 0% | 0% | 3 
Chromatius | 0% | 0% _| | 0% | 0% | 3 
Cyprian | 0% | 0% _| 2 
Fulgentius | 0% | 0% | 1 
Gaudentius | 0% | 0% | | 0% | 0% | 1 
Hila | 0% | 0% | 4 
Jerome 7 
Lucifer, of Calaris | 0% | 0% | 5 
Maximus, of Turin | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 10% | 0% | 
Priscillian | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | om] 1 | | 0% | 0% | 1 
Quodvultdeus | 2 | 10% | 67% | 1 | 5% 133%] 0 | 0% | | 0% | 0% | 3 
Rebaptism (De Rebaptismate | 1 | 5% }100%] 0 | 0% |o% | 0 | 0% Jom | 0 | 0% | om | 1 
Victorinus-Rome, Marius 0 0% | 0% 1 5% |100%| 0 0% | 0% 0 0% | 0% 1 
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Percentages Showing Important Papyri Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans ( UBSGNT*) 


42 total 


variants 
Rom. 1-8 


asa 
witness 


Pi [6% [som] 1 17% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 2 [13% [100%] 0 [0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

Pi [6% [som] 1 [7% [50% [ 0 | 0% [0% [| 0 | 0% | 0% | 

po _fo% Jom | 1 7% [50% | 1 | 8% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 3 [19% [60% | 2 | 14% [40%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 


1 0 0 


Percentages Showing Important Uncial Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 42 total 
variants 


A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants D Rated Variants 
16 Possible Total) | (14 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total) |Rom. 1-8 


Uncials (COL NCOL 2{COL 31COL INCOL 2jCOL COL ISCOL 2ICOL (COL COL ACOL 3| COL4 
%in | % as} #of | Hin | Gas | #of | Sin] Was # of 
B } 


Rating 


#of | %in | Mas | #of 
A | Ato | times B to |times] C | Cto|times} D | Dto | variants 
in A | vrnts JB,C,D]| in B | vrnts |A,C,D] in C | vrnts |A,B,Dj} in D | vrnts [A,B,C] with ms 
asa 

witness 


| 12_ | 75% | 35% | 12 | 86% | 35% |_10 | 83% | 29% | 0 | 0% | 0% _| 
| 12 | 75% | 44% | 8 | 57% | 30% {| _7_| 58% | 26% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 14 | 88% | 54%] 8 | 57% 131%] _ 4 | 33% | 15%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 10 _| 63% | 37% | 9 | 64% 133% | 8 | 67% 130%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 13 [81% | 59% | 31 21% | 14% | 6 | 50% | 27%] 0 | 0% | 0% _| 
| 8 [50% | 57% | 4 | 29% | 29% | 2 117% | 14% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 9 | 56% | 56% | 4 | 29% | 25% | 3 | 25% | 19% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 10_| 63% | 53% | 2 | 14% | 11% | 7_ | 58% {37% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 10 _| 63% | 50% | 2 | 14% | 10% | 8 | 67% | 40% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_9 | 56% | 50%] 2 | 14% | 11% |_7 | 58% | 39% | 0 | 0% | 0% _| 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 2 14% 100%] 0 | 0% | o% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_10 | 63% | 48%] 4 | 29% | 19% {| 7 | 58% | 33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 


ix Once again, several papyri listed in this chart are important because of their early date. p40 
contains portions of the first nine chapters of Romans and is given a third-century date. Although it 
is described by the Alands as ‘carelessly written’ it still maintains a category I rating in the light of 
its age. S46 preserves portions of Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, 
Colossians, 1 Thessalonians, and Hebrews. It is again, like $45 and $947, one of the famous Chester 
Beatty papyri and is also one of the earliest manuscripts we have to date (around 200 CE). This 
important papyrus is a category I witness. And finally $27 contains portions of chs. 8 and 9 in 
Romans. It is dated in the third century and, like the other papyri listed here, is given a category I 
rating by the Alands in The Text of the New Testament, pp. 97-99. 
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Percentages Showing Important Minuscule Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


Quali: Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 42 total 


Rating | A Rated Variants~| B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
16 Possible Total) | (14 Possible Total) | (12 Possib € Fotal, au SLICOL Total) |Rom. 1-8 


asa 
witness 


6 aE ee 26 
33 7 (4 44% | 41% | 3 21% | 18% | 7 [58% | 4i% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 17 
81 rite sie it prow [ase | 10 Tare Laie | 0] oe Oe 32 
104 ek 24 
256 __|_ 12 [75% | 43% | 8 1 57% | 29% |_ 8 | 67% | 29% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 28 


263 | 12: [75%] 41% | 9 | 64% 131% | 8 | 67% | 28% | 0 | O% | 0% | 29 
365__ | 6 | 50% | 33% | 5__| 36% | 28% | _7_| 58% | 39% | 0 | 0% | O% | 18 
424c_ | 13 181% | 45% | 5 | 36% | 17%} ti 192% | 38% | 0 | 0% | O% | 29 
436__| 10 | 63% | 40% | 9 | 64% | 36% | 6 | 50% | 24% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 25 
459 | it | 69% | 50%] 4 | 29% | 18% | 7 | 58% | 32%] 0 | 0% | O% | 22 
1175__| 10 _| 63% | 53% | 2 | 14% | 11% | 7 | 58% | 37%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 19 
1241 | 10_| 63% | 53% | 2 1 14% | 11%} 7_(| 58% | 37% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 19 
1319 | 13 {81% | 45% | 8 | 57% | 28% | 8 | 67% | 28%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 29 
1506 _|13_ [81% | 42% | 11 179% | 35% | _7 | 58% | 23%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 31 
1573__|_13_ | 81% | 46% | "7 150% | 25% | 8 | 67% | 29% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 28 
1739 | 16 [100%] 55% | 8 457% | 28% | 5 | 42% | 17% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 29 
1852_| 12 | 75% | 43% | 9 | 64% 132% | 7 _| 58% | 25% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 28 
1881 | 14 | 88% | 56% | 6 § 43% |24% | 5__ | 42% | 20% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 25 
1912} 10 | 63% | 53% |_ 2 } 14% | 11% | 7 | 58% 137%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 19 
1962__| 11 | 69% | 50% |_5_1 36%] 23% | 6 | 50%] 27%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 22 
2127 _| 12 175% | 43% | 8 157% 529% | & [67% | 29%] O | 0% | 0% | 28 
2200__| 12 [75% | 52% |_6 | 43% | 26% | 5 | 42% | 22%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 23 
2464 [il [oom [orm] 3 [2m yim y 4 [33%] 22%] 0 | o% fox] 18 
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Percentages Showing Important Lectionary Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


42 total 
variants 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 
A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants 
16 Possible Total) | (14 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total 


‘OL NCOL 2\COL 3|COL I\COL 2|COL COL INCOL 2|COL 3\COL I}COL 
#of | % in | %as | #of | %in | % as | # of 
: : B : 


in A | vents |B,C,D] in B | vrnts JA,C,Dj in C 


P10 [63% [50% [2 [14% [10% [8 [67% [40% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Yo _[o% [o% | 1 [7% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Po _fo% [om [ 1 [7% fioom] o | 0% | o% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


Po [0% [0% [1 [7% [io0%] 0 | 0% | o% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Po fom | 0% | i [7% {100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 
po [0% | om | 2 [14% fo7% | 1 | 8% [33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| o [0% [0% | 1 [7% [50%] 1 | 8% | 50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
po | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% [50% { 1 | 8% | 50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
[1 [6% [100%] 0 | 0% {| 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Po | 0% [0% | 1 [7% [io00%] o [0% [0% | o [0% [0% | 


Po [om | 0% | 1 [7% [100%] o | 0% | 0% | o | 0% | 0% | 
| o_ | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% {100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 
|}O | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% {100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 [0% To% | 1 | 7% fiom! 0 [0% Tom | 0 [0% | om 


Percentages Showing Important Old Latin Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


42 total 
variants 
Rom. 1-8 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 


B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants 
16 Possible Total) \ (14 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total 


asa 
witness 
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Percentages Showing Important Vulgate Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 42 total 
A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
16 Possible Total) | (14 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) |Rom. 1-8 


#of | %in | %as |] #of | Gin | %as| #of } Bin | Was | #of | Bin] Was 
times} A | Ato]times| B |Bto|times| C | Cto/ftimes| D | Dto 


# of 
variants 


10 _| 63% | 45% | 6 | 43% [27% | 6 | 50%] 27% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
2 | 13% [50% | 1 | 7% [25%] 1 | 8% | 25% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
2 0% 


1 4 
Percentages Showing Important Syriac Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 
Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 42 total 
variants 


A Rated Variants B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants D Rated Variants 
16 Possible Total) | (14 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total 


asa 
witness 


| 8 | 50% [53%] 4 | 29% [27% | 3 | 25% | 20% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 4 | 25% | 44% | 3 | 21% 133% | 2 | 17% | 22% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
8 0% | 0% 


22 


Percentages Showing Important Coptic Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


42 total 
variants 


| 13 {81% | 57% | 7_ {50% | 30% | 3 | 25% 1 13%[ 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_12_| 75% | 40% | 12 | 86%|40%| 6 [50% [20% [ o_ | 0% | 0% | 
0 [0% [0% [0 1 0% | 0% 
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Percentages Showing Important Armenian Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


42 total 
variants 
Rom. 1-8 


A Rated Variants 
16 Possible Total 


A,B,C] with ms 
asa 
witness 


Percentages Showing Important Ethiopic Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


2 42 total 
A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants variants 
16 Possible Total) | (14 Possible Total Rom. 1-8 


Percentages Showing Important Georgian Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants 


A Rated Variants 
16 Possible Total 


42 total 
variants 
Rom, 1-8 


Below Average or Weaker Variants 


asa 
witness 


120% | 3 | 25% | 20% {| 0 | 0% | 0% | 
33% 14% | 33% | 2 | 17% | 33% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
2 0 


Percentages Showing Important Greek Father Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT*) 


Quali 
Rating 


Greek Church Fathers 


Amphilochius 
Apollinaris, of Laodicea 
Athanasius, of Alexandria 
Basil, the Great 

John) Chrysostom 
Clement, of Alexandria 
Cyril, of Alexandria 
Cyril-Jerusalem 
Didymus 

Diodore 

Epiphanius 

Eusebius, of Caesarea 
Gregory-Nyssa 
Hesychius, of Jerusalem 
Hippolytus 

Irenaeus 
Macarius/Symeon 


Marcellus, of Ancyra 
Marcion cording to Tertullian’ 
Origen/Adamantius/Epiphanius 


Marcus-Eremita 
Methodius 


Above Average or Stronger Variants 


B Rated Variants 
14 Possible Total 


Below Average or Weaker Variants 
C Rated Variants 
12 Possible Total 


A Rated Variants 
16 Possible Total, 


o) 


OL 
% in | %as | #of | % in| Has 
C to | times 
in A | vrnts {B,C,D] in B | vrnts J|A,C,D] in C } vrnts |A,B,D] in D | vrnts [A,B,C 
| 0% | 
| 0% _| 
| 0% _| 
30% 


| 1 | 6% |100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | | oO | 

| 1 | 6% | 33% | 2 | | Oo | 0% | 0% | 0 | 

| 2} 13% | 67% | 1 | 7% 133%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 

| 6 | 38% | 60% | 1 | 7% [10m] 3 [25% | 30%] 0 | 

| 10 | 63% | 56% | 2 114% | 6 | 50% | 33%] 0 | 

| 1 | 6% [17%] 4 | 29% | pt | 8% [17%] 0 | 

| 9 | 56% | 43% | 8 [57% | 4 | 33%] 19%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 2 | 17% | 33% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 7 | 44% | 54% | 6 | 43% | | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

|_2 | 13% {100%} 0 | 0% | 0% | oO | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 3 | 19% | 60% |_1 | 7% [20%] 1 | 8% | 20% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 4 | 25% | 67% | 2 | 14% | 33% | 0 | 0% | O% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 2 | 13% | 50% | 2 | 14% 150% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 1 | 6% | 33% | 1 | 7% 133%] 1 | 8% | 33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% {100% 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% 100%] 0 | 0% | o% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 1 | 6% | 33% | 2 | 14% 1 67% | _ 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 0 | 0% | O% | 1 | 7% |100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
el eb bed aa 

|_1_ | 6% |100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | o% | 

31% | 56% |_4 [29% | 44%] 0 | o% | o% | 0 J 0% | 0% | 


D Rated Variants 
0 Possible Total 


42 total 
variants 
Rom. 1-8 
COL 4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 


LS) Kat Kod Lamel Lenel Real bund Koad bead Led (SH (eal 


= 


Important Greek Father Evidence (cont.) 


Origen 
Proclus 
Ps-Athanasius 


Theodore, of Mopsuestia 
Theodoret, of Cyrrhus 


Percentages Showing Important Latin Father Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Romans (UBSGNT“) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 42 total 


Rating A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants } variants 
16 Possible Total) \ (14 Possible Total) | (12 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total) \Rom. 1-8 


Latin Church Fathers COL4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 
Ambrose sa% [0 | CN Ce 
Ambrosiaster | 29% | 29% |_ 2 117% 1 14%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 14 
Augustine | 13 | 81% | 48% | 11 [79% | 41% | 3 [25%] 11% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 27 
Bede 1, 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% 150%] 1 | 8% 150%] 0 | om | om | 2 
Chromatius 1 i | 6% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 [0% | 0% | 1 
Cyprian Pi | 6% | 50%] 1 | 7% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0%] oO [om| om} 2 
Gaudentius | 1 | 6% |100%] 0 | 0% [om] 0 | 0% | om | 0 Jom|om | 1 
Gildas | 1 | 6% [100%] 0 | 0% | om] o | om [om | 0 [om] om] 1 
Gregory-Elvira 13% [100%{ 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% [0% | 0 [0% {0% | 2 
Hila, | 3 | 19% }100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | om | o | 0%] 0% | 3 
Jerome | 4 | 25% | 44% | 4 | 29% [44% | 1 | 8% [1im| 0 | 0% | 0% | 9 
Julian-Eclanum | 1 [6% | 20%] 1 | 7% [20%] 3 [25%] 60%} 0 [om{om | 5 


Lucifer, of Calaris 
Novation 

Pacian 

Pelagius 

Primasius 

Priscillian 

Ps-Vigilius 
Quodvultdeus 

Rebaptism (De Rebaptismate 
Speculum 

Tertullian 

Varimadum 
Victorinus-Rome, Marius 
Vigilius 


Important Latin Father Evidence (cont.) 


| 2 | 13% | 67% | 1 | 7% 133%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|i | 6% {100%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_1_ | 6% |100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
63% | 56% 28% 25% | 17% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% {100%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | o% | 1 | 7% 1100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 7% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


| 1 | 6% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| Oo | 0% [0% | 0 | 0% | O% | 1 | 8% 100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 3 | 19% | 75% | 1 | 7% 125%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


| 4 | 25% | 80% | 1 | 7% 120%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

jo | 0% | 0% | 2 | 14%] 67%] 1 | 8% | 33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 0 | 0% | 0% | 3 [21% 100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 [o~ [o~ [ 1 [7% [i00%l 0 [0% | o% [ 0 | 0% | 0% 


Laredo Daca Aecd Cast Lamm fared Lard Camm Caml (7771 Lared Lane Acad 
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Percentages Showing Important Papyri Manuscripts in 
I Peter (UBSGNT*) 


37 total 
variants 
1 Peter 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 


i A Rated Variants B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants 
20 Possible Total) | (9 Possible Total 8 Possible Total 0 Possible Total 


pis [75% [63% | 4 [44% [17% [S| 63% | 21% | _ 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Pi [5% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% {| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 0 


Percentages Showing Important Uncial Manuscripts in 
1 Peter (UBSGNT*) 


13} 65% | 52% | 6 | 67% | 24% | 6 175%} 24% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_13_ | 65% | 62% | 5 | 56% | 24% | 3 | 38% | 14% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
18 | 90% | 67% | 8 | 89% | 30% | 1 | 13% | 4% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Co4__| 10 | 50%} 67%} 1 1 11%} 7% | 4 150%] 27% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
K018]|_10_| 50% | 53% | 3_ | 33% | 16% | 6 175% | 32%{_0 | 0% | 0% | 
1020] |_9 | 45% | 50% |_3_| 33%} 17% | 6 175% | 33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
P024] | 8 | 40% | 44% | 4 | 44% | 22% | 6 175% | 33% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
Po2s_ | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 2 | 25% |100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|15_[75% | 65% | 2 1 22% | 9% | 6 175% | 26%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 


pi | 5% [50% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 13%] 50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0206 0 0% | 0 0 i 


x. 997? is another vital papyrus that makes up part of the Bodmer collection, along with Pp, 
$72, and 75. It contains the Epistles of Peter and Jude in their entirety. This papyrus is dated 
around the late third or early fourth century and although containing what the Alands call 


‘peculiarities’, it is rated by them as a category I manuscript in The Text of the New Testament, 
p. 100. 
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Percentages Showing Important Minuscule Manuscripts in 
1 Peter (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 37 total 


Rating | A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
20 Possible Total) | (9 Possible Total, 8 Possible Total, 0 Possible Total) | 1 Peter 


Minusc.}COL ICOL 2)COL 3|COL 1 OL 2}COL OL I OL 2'COL 3 OL I}COL ‘OL 3| COL4 


with ms 
asa 
witness 


33__ | 9 | 45% | 53% | 3 | 33% | 18% | 5 | 63% | 29%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 17 
81 __ | 12 | 60% | 60% | 2 | 22% | 10% | 6 175% | 30% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 20 
322_ | 14 [70% | 64% | 2 [22% | 9% | 6 [75%] 27%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 22 
323 | 14 [70% [64% | 2 | 22%| 9% | 6 [75%] 27%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 22 
436__|_ 9 | 45% | 53% |_3_ | 33% 118% | 5__| 63% | 29%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 17 
945___ | 14 [70% | 67% | 2 [22%] 10%] 5 | 63%] 24%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 21 
1067__| 8 | 40% | 50% | 3 [33% [19%] 5 | 63%] 31% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 16 
1175__| 13 | 65% | 59% | 3 | 33% | 14% | 6 [75%] 27%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 22 
1241 _| 13 [65% [54% | 3 | 33% [13%| 8 [100%] 33% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 24 
1243 | 13_| 65% | 54% | 31 33%{13%| 8 [100%] 33% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 24 
1292, | 9 [45% [56% {_1 | 11% | 6% | 6 175% 38% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 16 
1409 | 9 | 45% | 53% | 3 | 33% |18%| 5 | 63%|29% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 17 
1505__| 10_| 50% ] 67% |_1_ | 11% | 7% | 4 | 50%] 27%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 15 
1611__| 12 | 60% | 67% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 6 |75%| 33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 18 
1735_| 9 | 45% | 47% |_5_| 56% |26%| 5 | 63% | 26%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 19 
1739 | 17_| 85% | 63% |_ 3 | 33% 111% | _7 | 88%] 26% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 27 
1852_| 13 | 65% | 59% | 3 | 33% 114% | 6 |75%1 27% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 22 
1881_ | 14 {70% | 64% | 1 | 11% | 5% | 7 |88%| 32%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 22 
2138__|_ 9 | 45% | 60% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 6 175%| 40%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 15 
2298 | 11 | 55% | 58% | 2 | 22% | 11% | 6 175%] 32%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 19 
2344 | 11 | 55% | 58% | 3 | 33% | 16% | 5S_| 63% | 26% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 19 
2464 | 9 [45%] 47% | 4 [44% [21%] 6 [75%[32%| 0 [0% | 0% | 19 


316 Textual Optimism 


Percentages Showing Important Lectionary Manuscripts in 
1 Peter (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 37 total 
20 Possible Total) | (9 Possible Total 8 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) | _1 Peter 
Lection. ‘OL 3| COL 4 
# of 
D | Dto | variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 
Lect. 15 
L147 1 
L422 1 
L590 3 
L591 1 
1592 2 
L593 | 8% | 50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 2 
1596 | 8% | 33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 3 
L751 in | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0%] 0m | 2 
L883 | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 [11% [100%| | 0% | 0% | 0 [0%] 0% | 1 
1884_| 0 [| 0% | 0% | 1 [11% [100%| | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% [0% | 1 
1895_| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 [0% | om] 1 | 8% [100%] 0 | 0% [0% | 1 
i921_| 0 [0% [0m | 0 [om [om] 1 | 8% |100%] 0 | 0% | om | 1 
11154 | 0 [0% [0% [1 Tim [som] 1 | 8% |50%{ 0 | 0% | 0% | 2 
L159 | 2 | 10% | 50%} 1 | 11% [25%] 1 | 8% [25%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 4 
11178 | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% [0% | 1 | 8% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 
L298 |_1_ | 5% |50%| 0 | 0% | 0%} 1 | 8% 150%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 2 
L1364 | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 [11% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 
L1365 | 1 | 5% |50%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 8% | 50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 2 
L144] 1 5% | 50% 1 11% | 50% | 0 0% | 0% 0 0% | 0% 2 
Percentages Showing Important Old Latin Manuscripts in 
1 Peter (UBSGNT 4) 
Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 37 total 
A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants variants 
20 Possible Total 9 Possible Total 8 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) | 1 Peter 
COL4 
Latin # of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 


3 wa 
RISES 


N £ _ 
8 Sfsleisiaisia 
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Percentages Showing Important Vulgate Manuscripts in 
1 Peter (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 
variants 


A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants 
20 Possible Total) | (9 Possible Total, 8 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) | 1 Peter 


Vulgate}COL ICOL 2}COL 3\COL I}COL 2|COL COL INCOL 2|COL 3}COL IICOL ACOL 3| COL4 
#of | Gin | Has | #of | Min | Sas} #of | Bin | Was | #of | Sin} Was # of 

A | Ato|times| B | Bto|times[ C D | Dto | variants 

in A | vrnts 1B,C,D]| in B | vrnts JA,C,D} in C | vrnts |A,B,D] in D | vrnts |A,B,C| with ms 


37 total 
Rating 


asa 
witness 


[10 | 50% [50% | 5_| 56% [25% | 5 | 63%] 25% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
|_ 1 | 5% _[100%| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
ft | 5% [io0m] 1 | 11% {100%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
2 0 {0% [0% [ 0 | 0% | 0% 


Percentages Showing Important Syriac Manuscripts in 
I Peter (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 37 total 
variants 


Percentages Showing Important Coptic Manuscripts in 
I Peter (UBSGNT*) 


37 total 
variants 
1 Peter 
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Percentages Showing Important Armenian Manuscripts in 
1 Peter (UBSGNT*) 


37 total 
variants 


Percentages Showing Important Ethiopic Manuscripts in 
1 Peter (UBSGNT*) 


ge or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 37 total 


B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants D Rated Variants | variants 
9 Possible Total 8 Possible Total 0 Possible Total 


Percentages Showing Important Georgian Manuscripts in 
1 Peter (UBSGNT*) 


37 total 
C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants } variants 
8 Possible Total 0 Possible Total 


Percentages Showing Important Greek Father Evidence in 1 Peter (UBSGNT*“) 


Quali 
Rating 


Greek Church Fathers 


Ammonas 

John) Chrysostom 

Clement, of Alexandria 
ril, of Alexandria 
ril-Jerusalem 

Didymus 

Eusebius, of Caesarea 

Eusebius-Emesa 

Irenaeus 

Isidore, of Pelusium 

Nestorius 

Origen 

Ps-Dionysius 

Theodoret, of Cyrrhus 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 


A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants 
20 Possible Total) | (9 Possible Total 8 Possible Total 0 Possible Total 


0. 
% as| #of | % in | %as | #of | % in| Was 
i C to | times 

in C | vrnts JA,B,D] in D chs 
| o | 0% | 0% | o [0% | om | 0 [0% | 0% | 
| 1 {5% [100%] 0 | 0% | om] o [0% | om | 0 | 0% [ 0m | 
7 | 35% | 78% | 1 | tim | im] 1 113% | 11%] Oo [0% | 0% | 
| 51 25% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
11 1 5% [50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 13%) 50%) 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 4 | 20% | 80% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 13%] 20%} O | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% | 50%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 § 13%] 50%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% |100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% |100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 [0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
100%|_ 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 1 | 5% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | o | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 4 | 20% | 80%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 13%] 20%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
TO | 0% [om | 1 [11% [100%] o | 0% [0% | o | 0% | 0% | 

1 5% |100%| 0 0% | 0% 0 0% | 0% 0 0% | 0% 


37 total 
variants 
I Peter 
COL 4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 


mle lulelelelefrolulrmfulope[o 


Percentages Showing Important Latin Father Evidence in 1 Peter (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 37 total 


Rating A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
20 Possible Total) | (9 Possible Total 8 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) | I Peter 


Latin Church Fathers COL 4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 
Ambrose | 2 | 10% [67%] 1 [11%133%] 0 J o% [om | o Jom [om] 3 
Augustine | 5 | 25% | 50% | 3 | 33% 130% | 2 | 25% | 20%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 10 
Cassiodorus | i | 5% {100%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 |0% 10% | 0 | om | om] 1 
Cyprian | 3 | 15% | 75% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 1 13%| 25%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 4 
Hila | oO | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | O% | 1 [13% ]100%] 0 | 0% | 0%] 1 
Jerome | 6 | 30% [75% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 2 [25%]25%] 0 | o% | 0% | 8 
Niceta | 1 | 5% [100%] 0 | 0% | om] 0 [om [om] 0 |omj}o~ | 1 
Pelagius | i | 5% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 [om [0% | 1 
Quodvultdeus | 2 | 10% {100%} 0 | 0% | o% | o | 0% | 0% | 0 | om] om | 2 
Speculum | 2 [10% | 40% | 2 | 22%} 40%] 1 | 13%]20%] 0 | 0% | 0%] 5 
Tertullian |_3_] 15% ]100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 [0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0%] 3 
Varimadum 10% | 67% {_0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 13%/33%| 0 [0% | 0% | 3 
Vigilius 1 5% 4100%{ 0 0% {| 0% 0 0% | 0% 0 0% | 0% 1 


Appendix V 321 


Percentages Showing Important Papyri Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


i Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 23 total 
A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
10 Possible Total) | (10 Possible Total) | (3 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) | Rev. 1-8 


Percentages Showing Important Uncial Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 
variants 


A Rated Variants } B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants 
10 Possible Total) |(10 Possible Total) | (3 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) | Rev. 1-8 


Uncials COL HCOL 2}COL 3}COL ICOL 2}COL 3COL IICOL 2\COL 3}COL INCOL ACOL 3} COL 4 
% in | Mas |} #of | Gin | Mas| #of | Hin | Has | #of | Sin] Has # of 

A | Ato|times| B | Btojtimes} C | Cto|times{ D | Dto | variants 

in A | vrnts |B,C,Dj in B | vrnts |A,C,D} in C {| vrnts |A,B,D] in D | vrnts [A,B,C] with ms 

asa 

witness 


| 91 90% | 53% | 6 | 60% 135%] 2 | 67% [12%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
16 | 60% | 40% | 8 | 80% | 53%] 1 | 33% | 7% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


23 total 
Rating 


xi. 9!8, containing Rev. 1.4-7, is significant in that it is dated as early as the third or fourth 
century. The Alands list it as a category I manuscript in The Text of the New Testament, p. 97. 
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Percentages Showing Important Minuscule Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


Variant. Below Average or Weaker Variants 23 total 


verap iants 
A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
10 Possible Total) | (10 Possible Total) | (3 Possible Total 0 Possible Total 


67% | 12%] 0 [ 0% | 0% | 
33% | 50% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
67% | 20% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
30% 133% | 13%[ 0 | 0% | 0% | 

42% 0% 


w _ ~ 
slafalsiSiaiSiaiaeas 
al-lalulujn 
Slsisiaise esis 


Percentages Showing Important Lectionary Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


There are no Lectionary manuscripts cited in the first eight chapters of Revelation 
within the UBSGNT*. 


Percentages Showing Important Old Latin Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 


A Rated Variants B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants 
10 Possible Total) | (10 Possible Total) | (3 Possible Total 0 Possible Total 


23 total 
variants 


| 3 | 30% | 43%] 3 | 30% [43% 1 | 33% [14% 7 0 [0% | 0% | 
| 5_ | 50% | 42% | 5 | 50% | 42%} 2 [67% [17%] 0 | 0% [0% | 
| 2 | 20% | 67%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 133%] 33% 1 0 | 0% [0% | 
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Percentages Showing Important Vulgate Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 23 total 
A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants |} D Rated Variants | variants 
10 Possible Total) | (10 Possible Total) | (3 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) } Rev. 1-8 


Vulgate\COL IICOL 2'COL 3}COL IICOL 2|COL 3COL IICOL 2}COL 3}COL 1|COL ACOL 3) COL 4 
#of | %in | %as| #of | Zin | Gas] #of | Gin | Bas | #of | in| %as # of 
i A |Atojtimes}| B | Bto|times| C | C to | times variants 
in A | vrnts J}B,C,Dj in B { vints J|A,C,D} in C | vrnts |A,B,D] in D | vrnts {A,B,C} with ms 
vrnts 


| 3} 30% [43% | 31 30% | 43% | 1 | 33% | 14% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

po [0% [0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 1 | 33% [100%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
30% | 33% | 6 | 60% | 67%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 

0 | 0% [0% | 0 | 0% | 0% 


3 
3 


Percentages Showing Important Syriac Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


23 total 
variants 


|S} 50% | 42% | 5 _ 1 50% 142% | 2 167% | 17%) 0 | 
5 2 13 


Percentages Showing Important Coptic Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


23 total 
variants 
Rev. 1-8 
COL 4 
# of 
variants 
with ms 
asa 
witness 
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Percentages Showing Important Armenian Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


23 total 


B Rated Variants i variants 
10 Possible Total i Rev. 1-8 


Percentages Showing Important Ethiopic Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


: g 23 total 
B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
10 Possible Total) | (3 Possible Total, 0 Possible Total) | Rev. 1-8 


asa 
witness 


Percentages Showing Important Georgian Manuscripts in 
the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


There are no Georgian manuscripts cited in the first eight chapters of Revelation 
within the UBSGNT*. 


Percentages Showing Important Greek Father Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT“) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 23 total 


Rating A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants | variants 
10 Possible Total) | (10 Possible Total) | (3 Possible Total 0 Possible Total 


Greek Church Fathers 


Andrew, of Caesarea 


Percentages Showing Important Latin Father Evidence in the First Eight Chapters of Revelation (UBSGNT*) 


Quali Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants 23 total 


Rating A Rated Variants | B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants | D Rated Variants } variants 
10 Possible Total) | (10 Possible Total) | (3 Possible Total 0 Possible Total) } Rev. 1-8 


Latin Church Fathers ‘OL 2}COL COL4 
#of | Zin | Mas | #of | Hin | Gas} #of |%in | Bas | #of | Hin | Zas # of 
i i C | Cto | times variants 
in A | vrnts ]B,C,D] in B | vrnts JA,C,D} in C } vrnts JA,B,D] in D | vrnts }A,B,C] with ms 
asa 
witness 
Ambrose | 0% | 0% | 1 
Ambrosiaster 2 
Apringius 33% 2 
Beatus 6 
Cassiodorus | 0% | 0% _| 1 
Cyprian 33% | 25% 4 
Fulgentius 3 
Gregory-Elvira 1 
Primasius 14% 7 
Tertullian | 0% | 0% | 3 
Tyconius 4 
Varimadum | 0% | 0% | 1 
Victorinus-Pettau 0% | 0% 1 


APPENDIX VI 


Principal Papyri Evidence in Luke, Acts, and the Exceptional Variants 


This final appendix contains the data that corresponds to Chapter 2, Section 4, where 
the various possible reasons for the rating changes from previous UBSGNT editions 
to the UBSGNT* are examined. More specifically, the tables and figures included 
here are necessary for investigating the role that the ancient papyri play in the 
ascribing of variant letter-ratings. Are the UBSGNT*‘ modifications founded upon a 
new consensus among scholars concerning the authority, importance, and merit of 
the ancient papyri? This appendix, using the Gospel of Luke, the book of Acts, and 
the exceptional variants (located in Chapter 2, Section 3) as a test case, presents the 
data that allow conclusions to be made regarding this question. 

The first group of charts presented in this appendix closely resembles those found 
in Appendix IV. However, here, rather than recording the principal manuscript 
evidence (i.e. papyri, uncials, minuscules etc.) found in selected portions of the 
UBSGNT“, the entire papyri manuscript evidence for Luke, Acts, and the 
exceptional variants is recorded. This first set of charts also serve as the basis for the 
latter two sections of statistics recorded in this appendix. 

Papyri manuscripts that are cited within the first variant option of an entire variant 
unit (i.e. the variant reading or option that appears in the UBSGNT* text) as well as 
alternative variant options are listed. The first row of the charts, entitled ‘Variant’, 
provides the reference (by chapter and verse) of every textual variant in the given 
book. If a particular passage records more than one variant a superscript numeral will 
be included in order to clarify which variant is being referred to. This number 
corresponds to the reference listings in the UBSGNT“ rather than in Appendix I. The 
second row, entitled ‘Rating’, lists each variant’s letter-rating trend, as seen through- 
out successive UBSGNT editions. The final UBSGNT* letter-rating is always the 
last letter given (for example, if the rating trend ‘C-A’ is given, the UBSGNT* letter- 
rating for the particular variant is A). Some letter-ratings are preceded by the word 
‘new’, which signifies that it is a newly added variant within the UBSGNT*. Other 
letter-ratings are preceded by the abbreviation ‘con.’, signifying a ‘consistent’ rating 
as defined in the categories delineated in Chapter 2, Section 3. Every papyri manu- 
script that is cited in the given book is listed along the far left column. If a particular 
papyri manuscript is cited in the first variant option of a variant unit or passage (i.e. 
the variant reading or option that appears in the UBSGNT* text) it is marked by an 
*X’. Often special abbreviations (such as { ], or “4) are cited along with the particular 
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manuscript (again, marked by the ‘X’). For an explanation of these abbreviations one 
should consult page 47* of the UBSGNT* which contains the ‘Master List Of 
Symbols And Abbreviations’. Papyri manuscripts that are cited in alternative variant 
options (i.e. those variant options or readings that do not appear in the UBSGNT* 
text) are simply recorded by prefixing the letter ‘v’ to the number of the variant 
option where the papyri is cited within the complete variant unit. For example, ‘v4’ 
would indicate that a given papyri occurs as a witness in the fourth variant option of a 
complete variant unit. This first group of charts simply records every instance in 
Luke, Acts, and the exceptional variants where a papyrus manuscript is cited in the 
textual apparatus. 


Papyri Evidence in the Gospel of Luke ( UBSGNT*) 


1.35 146 166 41.74 1.78 2.9 211 2.14 2.33 2.38 
B-A B-A B-A C-B C-B C-B _con.A__B-A___con.B ___B-A 


Variant 


Papyri 

74 xvid 

Variant 3.22 3.32 3.33 4.4 417 418 4.44 517) 5.17 533 5.38 
i con. B__con.C new A__con.B _C-B 

4 Xx x x X 

p75 x xvid 


5.391 5.39a2 5.39b3 
new C BA B-A 


Papyri 
4 v2 x x X xX xX v3 
P75 x xvid xvid 
Variant 7.7 710 7.41. 7.112 7.19 7.28 7.32 735 7.39 7.45 83 
C-B___con.C new A__con. B 
p75 xvid X xX x x 
Variant | 8.26 837 843 844 8451 8452 849 91 9.2 9.3 9.10 
i C-B _con.B C-B con. C new B 
P75 x xX v3 xX x x xX xX (X) 
Variant | 9.26 935 9.47 9.49 9.54 9.55-56 9.59 9.62) 9.622 10.1% 10.15 
i con.B con.C newB  C-B C-A__con.C con. C _ D-C 
p45 xX x x x xX v4 v3 v2 
P75 xvid xX xvid xX X xX v4 (X) xX x 


10.17 10.21 10.22 10.38 wv.41-42 11.2! 
con. C_con.C _B-A C-B__con.C_con.A 


W110 IIE 
con. C_B-C-B 


Papyri 

3 

P45 xvid v2 xvid X X x x 
75 x (X) x xX x X xX xX x v3 (X) 


W201? 11,12) 11,13! 11.132) 1.14 11.23) 11.24 11.25) 11.33) «11.42 (11.48 
con. C_con.C__D-C__con.B _D-C__con.A_con.C_con.B D-C_con.B  C-B 
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Variant |) 12.14 12.21 12.22 12.27 12.31 12.39 12.56 13.7 13.9 13.19 13.27! 
D-B C-B_ _con.B _C-B__con.C___C-B C-B _con.C 


P45 xX x v2 v2 v2 v4 

p75 X X v2 X v4 Xx x X X Xx Xc v2 

Variant | 13.272 13.35! 13.35? 14.5 1417 15.1 15.16 15.21 16.12 16.21! 16.21% 
i new B con. B_ con. C C-B B-A__con.B_newA 

p45 xvid v4 X 

P75 v3 X v5 Xx v2 x x Xx x x X 

Variant 22-23 17.3 17.9 17.23! 17.24 17.33 17.35 1811 18.24 18.25 19.15 
i D-C___con.C newA _C-B 

p75 X x Xx v3 X Xx v3 

Variant | 19.25 19.38 19.42! 19.422 20.9 20.27 20.34 20.36 2045 21.4 2111 


C-B __con.C new A con.C _con.B _D-C 


Variant | 21.19 21.35 21.38 22.16 w.17-20 22.31 w 43-44 22.62 22.68 23.11 23.15 


C-B _B-C-B_ newB  C-A C-A con.C _C-A 
Papyri ; 
P69 ; (Xvid) 
P75 xvid xX xX xX xX xX xX xX 
Variant | 23.16 23.23 23.34 23.38 23.42 23.45 24.3 24.6 2410 24.12 24.13 


B-A C-B__con.B D-B D-B D-B___con.B 


P75 ».4 x x x X X*v2 xX 4 x x x 


Variant | 24.17 24.19 24.32 24.36 24.40 24.42 24.47! 24.472 24.49 24.51 24.52 
con, C___D-B D-B __con.B _D-B C-B__con.C _D-B D-B 


p75 x x v2 x x ».4 4 v3 v3 xX Xx 


Variant | 24.53! 24.53? 
B-A 


Variants Deleted from Luke in the UBSGNT4 


Variant 117 1.37) 1.68 = 1.70 2S 2.22 3.9 6.1? 6.2 616 6.26 
i con. B con. B con. B__con.D_ con. C_con. C_con.B_ con. B con. C_con.C 


v2 xX v3 ».¢ x x 


4 
P75 x 


642 7.28! 742 85 827 9.623 10]! 122 12.11 12.20 
con, C con. C con. C_con. B con. C_ con. C_con.C con. C con. C con. D 


Papyri : 

3 xvid 

P45 v6 v2 xvid 

P75 xX xvid v2 xX x x v2 


Variant | 16.14 17.232 20.20 20.26 21.6 22.52 24.9 
i con. C_ con. C con. C con. C_con. C con. D 


75 x v4 x x 
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Papyri Evidence in the Book of Acts (UBSGNT*) 


Li 61.23) «1.250 «1.26 2.5 2162.18! 2.18? 2.19 
C-A new A con.B con.B con.B C-D-B C-A B-A B-A 


Variant 


Papyri : : 
74 xvid xX x x xvid = xvid 
Variant | 2.30 2.37 243 2.44 2473.1 3.6 3.14 3.21 3.22! 3.222 
Ratin con.B _B-A__con.C _D-A___con.B_B-D-C__newA __C-B__con.B_con.C 


Papyri ; ; ; 
974 xvid v3 x xvid X x xvid x 
p91 xvid 


Variant 4.1 4.6 4.8 4.10 412 4.24 4.25 4.33 5.3 5.16 517 
i con.A_con.A_con.B _D-C___con.C 


p45 ; v3 v2 
74 v2 xX xvid xX x v5 xX v2 x x 


Variant 7.19 7.38 7.46 8.5 8.10 8.18 8.24 8.36 8.39 9.12 9,29 
i new A_con. C 


74 v2 v2 ».4 4 Xx v2 »4 X xX v3 X 

Variant 9,31 10.5 10.11 10.12 10.16 10.19 10.24 10.30 10.32 10.33? 10.36 
C-B__con.C€ 

pas v4 v2 Xx 4 

50 v2 

74 xX xX x x x v2 x x v2 xX 

Variant 10.37, 1040 1048 11.2 T2020 12.120 10.17! 11.17% 11.20 11.22, 11.23 


con. C_con.C con. C_new C 


74 v2 v2 »,4 x x (X) x x v2 v2 - xX 


Variant {11.28 12.10 12.23 12.25 13.18 13.19 13.20 13.23 13.25 13.26 13.27 
new B_con.B 


P45 v2 v2 x 
[p74 x Xx x v3 v2 Xx X xX Xx x Xx 


Variant | 13.33! 13.332 13.40 13.42! 13.42? 13.43! 13.432 13.44 13.45 1348 14.25 
i con.A _C-B _newA_newA con. B con. C 
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Variant | 15.2 15.6 15.74 15.12 wy.17-18 15.20! 15.20? 15.203 15.232 15.241 15.242 
newA newA new B _B-A___con.C_con.A_con.B con.C _B-A 


p45 xvid v3 v3 x x xvid 
74 xX x x x v4 x v2 x x X x 
Variant | 15.25 15.29! 15.292 15.299 15.33 15.40 15.41 16.7 16.10 16.11 16.12 


con. B 


Variant | 18.21 1825 1826 19.1 19.9 19.20 19.28 19.33 19.37 19.39 19.40 


Ratin B-A B-A___con.C newA_con.B _C-B _newA_con.B_con.B _C-B D-C 
Papyri 

P38 v2 

4] v2 

74 x xvid Xx x Xx v2 x x Xx > 4 v2 
Variant | 20.41 20.42 20.43 20.15 20.21 20.28! 20.282 20.32 21.3 21.8 21.13 


B-A 


Variant | 27.35 27.37 27.39 2741 28.1 2813 2816 2819 28.25 28.28 28.31 
con.C _B-A D-C B-A__newA_con.B __B-A 


$74 x x v2 xvid xX x x 
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Variants Deleted from Acts in the UBSGNT* 


118 = 1.26? 2.7 3.13 $5322 5.372 6.9 7.32 
con. A con. A con.B con. C_con.B_con.C_con.B con. C 


9.5-6 
con. A 


9.4 


19 


Variant 


Papyri 

£8 x 

pas xX v2 xvid 

974 xX x xX x x xvid xX 


10.33} 11.9 12.18 13.14 14.18 14.19! 14.192 15.72 15.23! 


con, C_con.C _con.C_con.B _C-B__con.C_con.C_con.B 


Papyri : : ‘ 
p45 x x xX xvid (x) xvid xvid 
74 x x x x x xX xd x x v6 X 


Variant | 17.14 17.272, 17.30 18.197 w.21-22 19.2 20.5 20.13 21.20 21.23 22.13 
i con. C_ con. C con. C_con.B_con.B_con.C _B-C __con.B 


$38 v2 
P41 x v2 v5 v2 
74 x ».4 x v5 x ».¢ Xx x (X) ».4 ».4 


Variant | 23.20 23.28 24.15 25.13 27.27 27.34 2814 
i con.C__B-A___con.B _con.D_con.B 


Papyri Evidence in Exceptional Variants (UBSGNT*) 


Variant Mt Mk Mk Mk Mk Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk 
143 141 5.21 10.19 13.33 64! 610 7.10 7.39 9.55-56 12.27 
C-D-B_B-D-C__C-A__D-C-B__CA C-A C-A CA C-A D-B 


p45 v2 x x 
P75 x x x 


Variant Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk Lk 
19.25 22.43-44 22.62 23.15 23.34 24.3 24.6 24.12 24.36 24.40 24.47! 


D-C-A__C-A C-A C-A D-B D-B D-B 
P69 (xvid) 
$75 xX xX x xX ».4 xX »,« xX ».¢ xX 


Variant Lk Lk Jn Jn Jn Jn Jn Jn Jn Jn Ac 
24.51 24.52 3.13 4.9 7.10 816 834 12.8 12.32 13.37) 111 


D-B D-B _A-C-B_ C-A D-B C-A C-A 
P63 x 
P66 x x xX xX xX X v2 x 
p75 x xX x x x x xX v2 xvid 
P76 xX 
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Variant Ac Ac Ac Ac Ac Ac Ac Ac Ac Ac Ac 
2.16 2.18! 2.44 3.6 4.6 10.30 13.33? 17.26 17.27 17.28 21.1 
D-A___B-D-C_B-C-A 


Variant Eph Php Php 2Th ITim ITim Hb Hb Hb Jm Jm 
612 L111 1.14 3.18 67 621 12.18 13.213 13.25 13 1,12 
C-B-A C-B-A 


Variant Jm Jm Jm 
4.141 4.143 5.20! 17) 1.22! 3.18! 3,21, S.1I?_—5,142 13 2.13 
Rating D-C-B D-C-D- D-C-B C-B-A C-A D-B C-A C-A C-A D-B D-C-B 


Cc 
Papyri 
$72 v2 ».¢ v2 v3 Xx v2 x 
974 v4 x 


Variant IJn IJn IJn 2Jn Rv R 
2.20 3.5 3.14 1.3 5.9 510% 617 13.17 209 21,3! 
D-B C-A C-A 


The second group of tables which follow are based upon the letter-rating categories 
developed in Chapter 2, Section 3, and are similar to those given in Appendix III. 
However, the tables in this appendix more specifically record the citation of papyri 
within each letter-rating category and, only those papyri within the first variant option 
of an entire variant unit (i.e. the variant reading or option that appears in the 
UBSGNT* text). The primary concern of these tables is to analyze whether the 
presence of papyri within a variant affects the type of upgrading, and therefore the 
type of classification that variant receives. The statistics compiled here are straight- 
forward, given that one understands the letter-rating classifications described in 
Chapter 2, Section 3. It should be noted that there are a number of small differences 
between the categories used in these tables and those used in Appendix II] and 
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Chapter 2, Section 3. In order for a variant to be counted in the tables given in this 
appendix, it must be present in the UBSGNT*. In Appendix III, and in Chapter 2, 
Section 3, some variants that do not appear in the UBSGNT*“ are still recorded in 
categories such as ‘Number of Variants with Consistent Ratings’ and ‘Total number 
of Variants Referenced’. 

The Gospel of Luke and the book of Acts, in their entirety, are represented in the 
following tables. The number of variants that fall under each category and sub- 
category are broken down into those that have papyri cited as witnesses and those 
without papyri citations. For example, within the Gospel of Luke, and under the 
category ‘Number of Variants with Ratings Improving One Step’, one can observe 
that there are thirteen variants improving from a D letter-rating to a C letter-rating. 
Nine of these variants do not have papyri manuscripts cited as a witness (designated 
as ‘9w/o’, which simply means nine are ‘without’ papyri citations) while four do 
have papyri manuscripts cited as a witness (designated as ‘4w’, which simply means 
four ‘with’ papyri citations). After a similar consideration of the C-B, and B-A sub- 
categories, one can conclude that there are 73 variants that experience a one-step 
upgrade in the Gospel of Luke within the UBSGNT*. As the conclusion states, of 
these 73 variants, 45 (or 62%) have papyri cited as witnesses. Each category follows 
in a similar fashion allowing one to analyze which types of categories variants with 
papyri cited as witnesses fall into. 


Papyri Presence in Specific Categories of Letter-Ratings 
within the Gospel of Luke and in the UBSGNT* 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 


D-C = 9wio, 4w= 13 
C-B = 13w/o,27w=40 
B-A =  6wi/o, 14w = 20 


Conclusion: Out of 73 variants with one-step improvement, 45 (62%) have papyri cited as a 
witness. 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 

D-B = Ow/o,9w=9 

C-A = 2wi,9w=9 

Conclusion: Out of 18 variants with two-step improvement, 16 (89%) have papyri cited as a 
witness. 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
D-A_ = = I1w/o,0w=1 
Conclusion: Out of 1 variant with three-step improvement, 0 (0%) have papyri cited as a witness. 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 


A-B = 0 
B-C = 0 
Cc-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
A-C = 0 
B-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
A-D = 9Q 
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NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS IN UBSGNT"*: 


A = 22wio,4w=6 

B = 5w/o, 14w=19 
C = 14w/o, 15w=29 
D = Ow/o, Ow=0 


Conclusion: Out of 54 consistent variants, 33 (61%) have papyri cited as a witness. 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS IN UBSGNT*: Ow/o, 2w = 2 
Conclusion: Out of 2 fluctuating variants, 2 (100%) have papyri cited as a witness. 


NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 


A = 5wlo,4w=9 
B = 3w/o,5w=8 
C = 2wilo, Ow =2 
D = Ow/o,0w=0 


Conclusion: Out of 19 new variants added, 9 (47%) have papyri cited as a witness. 


NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF UBSGNT*: 15w/o, 14w = 29 
Conclusion: Out of 29 variants dropped out, 14 (48%) have papyri cited as a witness. 


TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED IN UBSGNT*: 62w/o, 10Sw = 167 
Conclusion: Out of 167 variants displayed in the UBSGNT* text of Luke, 105 (63%) have papyri 
cited as a witness in the first variant option of a variant unit (i.e. the variant reading or option that 
appears in the UBSGNT* text). 


Papyri Presence in Specific Categories of Letter-Ratings 
within the Book of Acts and in the UBSGNT* 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING ONE STEP: 


D-C = 9w/o,2w=11 
C-B = 7wio, 26w = 33 
B-A = 2w/o,21w=23 


Conclusion: Out of 67 variants with one-step improvement, 49 (73%) have papyri cited as a 
witness. 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING TWO STEPS: 

D-B = Ow/o,4w=4 

C-A = 2wio,4w=6 

Conclusion: Out of 10 variants with two-step improvement, 8 (80%) have papyri cited as a witness. 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS IMPROVING THREE STEPS: 
D-A = Ow/o,lw=1 
Conclusion: Out of 1 variant with three-step improvement, 1 (100%) has papyri cited as a witness. 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING ONE STEP: 


A-B = 0 
B-C = 0 
c-D = 0 
NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING TWO STEPS: 
A-C = 0 
B-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH RATINGS DECREASING THREE STEPS: 
A-D = 0 


NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH CONSISTENT RATINGS IN UBSGNT": 


A = Ow/o, 6w=6 
B = _  I1w/o, 25w = 36 
C = = 12wio, l6w = 28 
D = 3 Iw/o,0w=1 


Conclusion: Out of 71 consistent variants, 47 (66%) have papyri cited as a witness. 
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NUMBER OF VARIANTS WITH FLUCTUATING RATINGS IN UBSGNT": 2w/o, 1w = 3 
Conclusion: Out of 3 fluctuating variants, 1 (33%) has papyri cited as a witness. 


NUMBER OF NEW VARIANTS ADDED INTO THE UBSGNT*: 


A = 2wio, 35w=37 
B = 4wilo,3w=7 
C = Iwi, lw=2 
D = Ow/o, 0w=0 


Conclusion: Out of 46 new variants added, 39 (85%) have papyri cited as a witness. 


NUMBER OF OLD VARIANTS DROPPED OUT OF UBSGNT*: 6w/o, 34w = 40 
Conclusion: Out of 40 variants dropped out, 34 (85%) have papyri cited as a witness. 


TOTAL NUMBER OF VARIANTS REFERENCED IN UBSGNT*: 51w/o, 147w = 198 

Conclusion: Out of 198 variants displayed in the UBSGNT* text of Acts, 147 (74%) have papyri 
cited as a witness in the first variant option of a variant unit (i.e. the variant reading or option that 
appears in the UBSGNT* text). 


This final group of charts closely resembles those found in Appendix V. However, 
whereas Appendix V records the presence of all types of manuscripts (papyri, 
uncials, minuscules, etc.) within selected portions of a number of books (Luke, 
Acts, Romans, Revelation, and 1 Peter), this appendix records the presence of papyri 
manuscripts alone, within the entirety of Luke and Acts. Like Appendix V, only 
manuscripts that are recorded in the first variant option (i.e. the variant reading or 
option that appears in the UBSGNT* text) are of concern here. At the same time, 
papyri manuscripts that are cited in alternative variant options are likewise listed. This 
has been done in order that a complete picture of papyri dispersal might be gained 
(although these papyri are included in the following charts, no figures are able to be 
recorded for them as they do not represent the first variant reading or option that is 
chosen to represent the UBSGNT‘* text). 

As with the charts in Appendix V, the charts provided in this appendix are perhaps 
more difficult to understand. Therefore, a thorough explanation, similar to that in 
Appendix V, follows. By following the ‘Rating’ row horizontally across the page, 
from left to right, one can see that every letter-rating (A, B, C, and D) is recorded. 
Listed directly under each rating is the number of total particular letter-rated variants 
that occur in the given book and chapters. For example, in the entire Gospel of Luke, 
there are 45 total A rated variants, 78 total B rated variants, 44 total C rated variants, 
and no D rated variants. This accounts for 167 total variants within Luke. 

Underneath the ‘Rating’ title, the specific type of papyri manuscript being dealt 
with is listed. Here, a vertical list of all the papyri manuscripts that have been cited in 
the given book is recorded (this is the far left column). Each papyri witness is 
represented by a horizontal column. Therefore, by following a straight line from left 
to right, information concerning any of these listed papyri manuscripts can be gained. 

Underneath each of the A, B, C, and D Rated Variants headings, there are three 
vertical columns, ‘COL 1’, ‘COL 2’, and ‘COL 3’. Each column represents the 
identical type of statistic under each group of rated variants. 


¢ COL I indicates the number of times that a papyri manuscript occurs in all the 
A rated variants, B rated variants, C rated variants, and D rated variants, 
respectively. One would explain this column in the following manner: Papyri 
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Manuscript X occurs in 25 out of a possible 45 A rated variants within the 
Book of Luke. 


¢ COL 2 indicates the percentage that a given manuscript occurs in A, B, C, or D 
rated variants. This column simply takes the number recorded in COL J and 
divides it by the total number of A, B, C, or D rated variants.) All percentage 
numbers listed as 70 percent and over appear in bold type. This is to help the 
reader distinguish between more and less frequently cited manuscripts. One 
would explain this column in the following manner: Papyri Manuscript X 
occurs in 89 percent of all the A rated variants cited within the book of Acts. 


® COL 3 indicates the percentage that a given manuscript occurs in an A, B, C, or 
D rated variant, compared with its occurrence in the other three letter-rated 
variants. This column is calculated by dividing COL 1 figures by COL 4 
figures. One would explain this column in the following manner: Manuscript X 
occurs in 96 out of a total 167 rated variants in the Gospel of Luke. It occurs as 
an A rated variant 26 percent of the time, as a B rated variant 57 percent of the 
time, as a C rated variant 17 percent of the time, and as a D rated variant 0 per- 
cent of the time. Thus accounting for 100 percent of its occurrences. 


e COL 4 (located at the far right margin) indicates the total number of variants 
that have the particular manuscript cited as a witness. Or, one could say it 
indicates the total number of times a given manuscript is cited in the given 
book. It is calculated by adding all four A, B, C, and D COL J figures together 
(the box in the top right hand corner records the total number of variants in the 
particular book, calculated by adding all A, B, C, and D rated variants 
together). One would explain this column in the following manner: Manuscript 
X is cited in 96 out of 167 variants in the Gospel of Luke. 


Examples 


9)” is listed as a papyri manuscript and is located within the Gospel of Luke (as seen 
in the chart entitled, ‘Percentages Showing Important Papyri Manuscripts in the 
Gospel of Luke (UBSGNT*)’). If one locates this manuscript in the extreme left 
hand column, and follows a horizontal line from left to right, the following data can 
be determined. COL J figures will be dealt with first. Under the ‘A Rated Variants’ 
heading, there are 45 total A rated variants in the Gospel of Luke. Under ‘COL 1’, 
beneath the ‘A Rated Variants’ heading, 7 is cited in 25 of these 45 variants. 
Under the ‘B Rated Variants’ heading, there are 78 total B rated variants in the 
Gospel of Luke. Under ‘COL 1’, beneath the ‘B Rated Variants’ heading, $7 is 
cited in 55 of these 78 variants. Under the ‘C Rated Variants’ heading, there are 44 
total C rated variants in the Gospel of Luke. Under ‘COL 1’, beneath the ‘C Rated 
Variants’ heading, })7> is cited in 16 of these 44 variants. And finally, under the 


1. As in previous percentage charts listed in this monograph, these figures have been either 
rounded up or rounded down based on the first decimal place. 
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‘D Rated Variants’ heading, there are no D rated variants in the Gospel of Luke. 
Under ‘COL I’, beneath the ‘D Rated Variants’ heading, J)” is cited, obviously, in 
no D rated variants. Adding together the number of all A, B, C, and D rated variants 
that are listed in the Gospel of Luke gives the total number of rated variants that occur 
as a whole (45 [A] + 78 [B] + 44 [C] + 0 [D] = 167 total variants in Luke). By 
adding all four COL J figures together, we arrive at our COL 4 figure. This records 
the total number of variants (out of 167 in this particular book) that have P75 cited as 
a witness (25 [A-COLI] + 55 [B-COLI] + 16 [C-COL1] + 0 [D-COL1] = 96 out of 
167 variants have 9975 cited). 

Under ‘COL 2’, beneath the ‘A Rated Variants’ heading, §” occurs in 56 percent 
of all the A rated variants in the Gospel of Luke (25 [COL1] + 45 total A rated 
variants = 0.555 or 56%). Under ‘COL 2’, beneath the ‘B Rated Variants’ heading, 
$75 occurs in 71 percent of all the B rated variants in the Gospel of Luke (55 [COLI] 
+ 78 total B rated variants = 0.705 or 75%). Under ‘COL 2’, beneath the ‘C Rated 
Variants’ heading, $975 occurs in 36 percent of all the C rated variants in the Gospel 
of Luke (16 [COL] + 44 total C rated variants = 0.363 or 36%). Under ‘COL 2’, 
beneath the ‘D Rated Variants’ heading, 87> occurs in 0 percent, or no D rated 
variants. 

COL 3 calculations are the last to be described. Under COL3, beneath the ‘A 
Rated Variants’ heading, the figure 26 percent is given (25 [COLI] + 96 [COL4] = 
0.260 or 26%). Under COL3, beneath the ‘B Rated Variants’ heading, the figure 57 
percent is given (55 [COL1] + 96 [COLA] = 0.572 or 57%). Under COL3, beneath 
the ‘C Rated Variants’ heading, the figure 17 percent is given (16 [COL1] + 96 
[COLA] = 0.166 or 17%). Under COL3, beneath the ‘D Rated Variants’ heading, the 
figure 0 percent is given (0 [COL] + 96 [COL4] = 0.0 or 0%). Therefore, 7s 
occurs in 96 out of a total 167 rated variants in the Gospel of Luke; 875 occurs in A 
rated variants 26 percent of the time, B rated variants 57 percent of the time, C rated 
variants 17 percent of the time, and D rated variants 0 percent of the time, thus 
reaching 100 percent of its total occurrences. 


Percentages Showing Important Papyri Manuscripts in 
the Gospel of Luke (UBSGNT*) 


Above Average or Stronger Variants Below Average or Weaker Variants _|167 total 


A Rated Variants B Rated Variants | C Rated Variants D Rated Variants | variants 
45 Possible Total) \ (78 Possible Total) | (44 Possible Total) | (0 Possible Total) | in Luke 


| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 


| S| 11% | 50%] 4 | 5% [40%] 1 | 2% | 10%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 5 | 11% | 28% | 7 | 9% [39%] 6 | 14% | 33%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 

| 1 | 2% {100%} 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
0 


Appendix VI 


Percentages Showing Important Papyri Manuscripts in 
the Book eae (UBSGNT"*) 


| 0% | 0% | 1 | 1% [50%] 1 | 2% | 50%} 0 | 0% | 


cl el El 


1.0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 
GCE ot ee ee 
| 13] 18% | 68%] 2 | 2% [11%] 4 | 10% | 21%] 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
| 0 | 0% | 0% | O | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 0 | 0% | 0% | 
pee ee SES 
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